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EDITORIAL NOTE. 

It would be strange if the lapse of more than forty yeirs should not 
have brought so much improvement in BibUcal criticism, as would show 
Bome parts of the exegesis of Dr. Worcester to be defective. He had 
but lately emerged from the darkness of the old theology, when he pub- 
lished this work. Since that period the labors of the most able and 
learned scholars and divines of the last half century have shed new 
and great light on the interpretation of the sacred text ; and some few 
of the author^s criticisms might, on a strict revision of the work, be 
thought to require amendment. It is not, however, now put forth as 
a work, in every respect perfect. (The author himself was far from 
claiming infiEdlilnlity.) But as a work likely ever to be of great aid to 
the serious inquiring mind on some of the highest themes and most 
important doctrines of Christian faith. Its great ability, its singularly 
beautifid and Christ-like spirit, its clear and logical conclusions, will al- 
ways ensure its permanent worth. And on tliis account another edition 
is offered to the pubUc, and an impartial examination of its contents !■ 
beaoui^i 



ADVERTISEMENT. 



The Letters contained in the following pages are, generally, tliose 
which were formerly published under the title of ** Bible News */' and 
"addressed to a worthy Minister of the gospel" Some things, how- 
e?er, have been omitted to give place toothers which have been deemed 
of more iinportance. But whether this may be properly called an 
Imnroved edition, the public will determine. 

On condition that it shall be consistent with the will of God, under 
the general title now assumed, the public may expect some £EU*ther 
oommunicatioDs. A series of Inquiries have, Ich: a long time, occupied 
my attention ; and some things are nearly ready for the press ; which, 
it IS hoped, will give additional light respecting the character of the 
Son of Ood, and the Holy Spirit ; and also admtional evidence that the 
doctrine of a " Three one Qod" has no foundation in the Bible ; and 
that it is really reproadbful both to the Holy ONE of Israel and to his 
ONLY SON. 

It was foreign from the desires of my heart to occasion any schimiy 
tumult, or clamor among professed Christians; and I cannot but deeply 
lament that any things of such a nature have been the conseqttence of 
puUishing my sentiments. It is most sincerely hoped, that those who 
nave been offended with me for thinking for mytelfand publishing the 
fruits of my inquiries, will yet allow themselves time for cool reflection 
and patient examination. For it is confidently believed, that the time 
is not Ubi distant, wheiUhe doctrine, that Christ is really GU>d's SON, 
will not^ by Christian Ministers, be classed among '* damnable heresies.^ 

There are things, respecting which, I must be allowed to express 
some astonishment, because, when the things are compared together, 
there seems to be something of the nature of a paradox. 

So Seu* as I am informed by reports, by private letters and by con- 
vernation, the sentiment that Christ is really God's SON, has, above 
every thing else in my Letters, been made the ground of objection 
among Trinitarian Ministers. It is on this very ground that they have 
taken the liberty to represent, that I have degraded the character of 
Christ, that I am an Arian, a Socinian, and a heretic. 

In my own defence, and in opposition to their views, I exhibit evi- 
dence from Scripture, that believing in Christ, as the Son of God, is 
stated as a condition of salvation ; and that disbelief of this doctnne is 
what 13 termed making God a liar. Then, my Trinitarian brethren, 
turn right about, and consider me as really reprehensible, for so much 
as intimating that they do not " as fully as " / ** do" believe that Jesu9 
Christ is the SON of God. 



IV ADVEETISEMENT. 

But if ihej do, bb fully culdoy believe that Jesus Christ is the SOIT 
of God, why the <Uarm f Why tlie opposition f And why the cry of 
*^ damnable heresies f* If beheving, as I do, that Christ is really Cfod's 
8oN ; and if, as they affirm, they do, aa fully as Idoy believe tfaiat he is 
the Son of Ood, why are they n*ee from the charge of " damnable here- 
sy /" Is the very same sentiment^ in them, a gospel truthy and in me a 
'* damnable heresy P And if my sentiment l^ degrading \jq Christ, and 
they really believe the same, why is not their sentiment equally (2^ 
grading to the Saviour? 

They will reply, that they really believe that Christ is the Son of 
. Grod ; but not in the sense I have given to the terms. But can any 
man of candor hooestly say, that the sense I have given to the terms u 
not the higfiest sense whicn can possibly be given Uiem, consistent with 
any analogy f If. then, these Ministers do really believe, that Christ 
is God's Son, but not in the sense I have given to the terms ; they 
must believe that he is the Son of God in a lower sense of the terms. 
Consequently, if my sentiment be degrading to Christ, theirs must be 
still mored^ading. 

Moreover, as I have adopted the highest ground of possible Sonship, 
if my sentiment be degramng to Christ, he was degraded by the testi- 
mony of his apostles, his own testimony y and the testimony of Qody by 
the voice from heaven. For, whatever might be the particular sense, 
in which these witnesses used the term SON, we may be confident, it 
was not in any sense higher than H^^highest. It seems to me reason- 
able to believe, that the terms ** the Son of God," were designed to 
express either the nature, or the dignity of the Person to whom they 
were applied, or both together. I have supposed that they naturally 
express ooth his nature and his dignity ; but if in this I have been 
under a mistake, still I do not see any room for the charge of my hav- 
ing degraded the character of Christ ; unless he has been degreided by 
every being who has called him the Son of God. 

But is it a fact, that Trinitarians do believe, cm fully as I doy that 
Jesus is "the Son of the living Gk>D?" The term Sofi is indeed used 
in different senses ; but is there any one sense of the term, in which a 
Son is not a dittinct Being from him who stands related as Father t 
If Dot^ then, in agreement with every analogy, I have believed the Son 
of God to be a distinct Being from his Father. But my Trinitarian 
opponents affirm, as their bdie^ that God and nis Son are the same 
** individual Being.'' This theory is a manifest contradiction to every 
analqey oi Father and Son, Can they, then, with propriety say, that 
they believe, as fully I doy that Christ is the SON of God ? And by 
what authority are they to be justified in giving a construction to the 
correlative terms Father and Sony which has no aruUogy in naturcy oc 
in the language of human beings 

N. W. 
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SACRED TRUTHS. 



PART I. 

ON THE UNITY OP GOD. 

LETTER L 
INTRODUCTORY STATEMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS. 

Bey. Sir, | Mmmm 

In solemn prayer to his Father, our Divine Re- 
deemer said, "This is life eternal, to know thee, the 
ONLY true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast 
sent." It must hence appear, that no inqairies can be 
more justifiable nor more interesting than those which 
respect the true character of the Father and the Son. 
So far as we are in darkness respecting these charac- 
ters, we must necessarily be in darkness respecting 
flie gospel of divine grace. To obtain clear and 
Gcriptoral views of the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Spirit, has long been a principal object of my 
stady and pursuit. 

From my infancy, I was taught to believe the Atha- 
nasian doctrine of three distinct co-equal and co-eter- 
nal Persons in one God. And I do not recollect that 
I had any doubts of its correctness, untU several years 
after I began the work of the ministry. Believing it 
to be both true and important, according to my ability 
I taught it to others. But even while I taught the 
doctrine, I was often embarrassed by it both in pray- 

7 



8 ON THE UNITY OF GOD. 

er and in preaching. In giving thanks to God for 
his astonishing love in giving his Son to die for our 
offences, the theory has occurred with a chilling and 
confounding influence. These thoughts would un- 
avoidably rush into my mind — God and his Son are 
one and the same Being ; the Son could not in reality 
die or suffer sluj more than the Father ; it was only 
a mere man that suffered, to whom the Son was mys- 
teriously united. In my preaching, whUe expressing 
the love of God in sparing not his own Son, the 
same theory and the same train of thoughts would oo- 
cur; and, in some instances, both in prayer and in 
preaching, the influence of these thoughts has been so 
great as, for a time, to obstruct my utterance. 

Such embarrassments had a natural tendency to 
excite suspicions in my mind that there must be some 
defect in the theory which I had adopted. But the 
doctrine had been so long and so generally believed 
by great divines and good people, that I almost trem- 
bled at the thought of indulging my suspicions. At 
length I became acquainted with the views of Dr. 
Watts, as exhibited in connection with the Memoiia 
of his life. These I read with care. He supposed 
the Son of God not to be a self-existing Person, but 
a human Being, created before the worlds, and inti- 
mately united to the Father, so that in him dwelt all 
the fiilness of the Godhead ; and that from this union 
his divinity resulted. His reasonings, to prove thai 
the union of the Man Jesus was with the Father, and 
not with a second self-existent Person, appeared to 
me conclusive and unanswerable. And as a union 
with the Father must imply as great fulness and dig- 
nity as a union with another Person just equal with 
the Father, I was unable to see why his theory did 
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not sapport the Divinity of Jesus Christ in as ample 
a manner as the Athanasian hypothesis. 

Another consideration, which greatly recommended 
to my axjceptance the theory of Dr. Watts, was this, 
it freed me from those distressing embarrassments 
which I had formeriy felt in prayer and preaching. 
For on his theory, the real Person, who is called the 
Son of God, was the real Sufferer on the cross. 

Having obtained this relief to my mind, I rested 
pretty quietly for several years as a believer in Watts' 
theory of the Trinity. But my apprehensions and 
ideas were so indistinct, that I indulged no thought of 
writing on the subject with any view to publication, 
until the year 1807. In the course of that year, my 
attention was in a peculiar manner arrested by the 
natural import of this text, " But to us there is but 
one God, the Father, of whom are all things, and we 
in him ; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by whom are all 
things, and we by him."* I noted that in this verse 
the apostle was exhibiting the faith of Christians in 
contrast with the faith of heathens. In the preced- 
ing verse he had said, " For though there be that 
are called gods, whether in heaven or in earth, (as 
there be gods many and lords many.") Such is the 
&ith of the heathen world. With this he contrasts 
the faith of Christians, " But to us there is but one 
God, the Father, of whom are all things, and we in 
him ; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by whom are 
all things, and we by him." The ideas which appeared 
to me to lie plainly on the fiice of this text were these : — 

1. That the one self-existent God is one Per- 
son, viz. the Father. The apostle does not say, 
But to us there is but one God, yet this one God is 

♦ 1 Cor. Tiii 6. 

i» 



10 ON THE UNITY OF GOD. 

tliree Persons. His language is, " But to us there ia 
but one GoD, the Fatheb." He distinctly names 
the Person whom he styles the one God, and calls 
him the Father. 

2. That this one God is the Fountain or Source of 
all things — " of whom are all things.^^ 

3. That Jesus Christ, the one Lord, is a Person as 
distinct from the Being of GoD as he is from the Per- 
son of the Father. After the apostle had distinctly 
told who is the one God, he then proceeded to say, 
" and ONE Lord, Jesus Christ." As he had named 
the one God, so he also named the one Lord. 

4. That Jesus Christ, the one Lord, is the Medium 
or Agent, throitgh whom or by whom God displays 
his fulness in the production of events — " by whom 
are all things, and we BY HIM." 

Such being the views I had of the text, a field was 
opened which appeared clear, spacious, and delight- 
ful. This field I entered, and began to write on the 
doctrine of the Trinity, in a great measure conform 
able to the views of Dr. Watts. Nearly two years 
my mind was absorbed in these inquiries, and my 
time employed in writing on the subject. I wrote 
pretty largely, and thought I had produced some- 
thing which might be useful to the public. 

But while writing for the press, it frequently oc- 
curred to my mind that the definitive and emphaiical 
language used in Scripture respecting the Son of 
God, did import a higher character than is implied 
in Watts's theory — that the terms own Son, only 
begotten Son, &c., did import that Christ was 
the Son of God in the most strict and proper sense 
of the terms. After I had written what I intended 
for the press, that idea became more and more impress- 
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1* ed on my mind as the natural meaning of the word 
s of God. But though I could not find that any per- 
s son had ventured to advance the idea, I viewed it to 

be my duty to examine the point with the utmost 
1 care.* This I have attempted to do ; and the result 

of my inquiries on that point is this, that Jesus 
s Christ is as truly the Son of God, as Isaac was the 
'■- son of Abraham; and that this view of the matter is 
y essential to a due estimation of the love of God as 
^, displayed in the gospel of his grace. It is also my 
jd 

* Since the first edition of these letters, satisfactory evidence has 
been obtained that many others have asserted the same views of the 

j£* Son of God which are contained in these letters. The dispute between 
Arius and his opponents had no respect to the number of persons in 

T^ deity ; bat simply to ihe derived nature of the Son of God. Arius 

m maintained ** that the Son was not begotten of the Father, L e. pr<h 
duced of his svhstanee^ but created out of nothing.'' On the contrary, 
the OcMincil of Nke Uffirmed " that the Son was peculiarly of the 

^ J^€Uher, being of his substance as begotten of him." The creed of 
that Council contains no idea of a ** i£ree one God.'' The *'one God " 

^ is clearly represented as one Person only, and the Son as derived from 

g- Chd. It was by adding to the Nicene Creed that the Council at Con- 
stantinople ma^ out the doctrine of a " three one God. Dr. Mosheim 
saytB, *^ They gave the finishing touch to what the 'Council of Nice had 

I ^ Icsft imperfect and fixed in a full and determinate manner the doctrine 
of three persons in one God." VoL L p. 426. 
Mr. Mitner says, *^ This Council very accurately defined the doctrine 

I of the Trinity, and enlar^np a little me Nicene Creed, they delivered 
it to us as we now have it m our communion-service." The Macedo- 
man heresy gave occasion to a mere explicit representation of the 
^Atrrf Per«m in the Trinity." VolIL p. 184-6. 

Dr. Lardner informs us about the ** Uttle " which this Coimcil enlarged 
the Nioene Creed. It was this — ^"The Lord and Giver of Ufe, who 

1 - proceedeth fit>m the Father and the Son ; who with the Father and 

the Son is worshipped and glorified, who spake by the prophets." 
f \ Tfab was not a verg ''little" to add ; for the Nicene Creed conveys 

2 Qo idea that the spirit is Vk person, but sii&ply says " we believe in the 
^, HcarSpfrit" 

r llie Doctor also introduces the following concession of Bishop Burnet 

g — ^So that the Oeed here called the Nicene Creed, is, indeed, the Con- 

stantinopolitan Creed, with the addition of Filioque by the Western 

3 dmrefa. See first postscript to the ''letter on the Logos." p. 185. 

I > 11ns we have tliree Trinitarians and one Unitarian concurring in the 
fact that the doctrine of a " three one God" was uoijinished until A* 

. aaeL 



12 ON THE UNITY OF GOD. 

real belief, that this view of the subject will be found 
much better to harmonize with the Scriptures, and 
imspeakably more honorary to the Father and to 
the Son, than any other hypothesis which has been 
advanced. 

Having, therefore, experienced such a revolution 
in my own views, I have occasion to write anew cm 
the subject. I have concluded to write in the form 
of letters, and to address them to you, as to a candid 
friend and brother in Christ. 

While writing on my former ground, I derived 
some consolation from the thought that my view8 
harmonized with the theory of Dr. Watts. I aa 
now in a measure deprived of that source of conso* 
lation ; but I have another which I esteem mudi 
more important, viz., that my views now harmonize 
with the most obvious and natural meaning of the Ian* 
guage of God, of Christ, and his Apostles ; and 
that if I am in an error, my error has not resulted 
from departing from the natural import of scripture, 
language, but from preferring that to a meaning whidi 
ia foreign^ figurative^ or mystical. 

There is one formidable objection to my viewa^ 
which I have to meet in the very threshold of my 
communications on this subject. I may therefore 
now state and answer it, that the way may be opea 
for a candid hearing. 

It is said, that my views imply a departure fitM 
a great and important article of the orthodox faith, 
which has for many centuries been admitted by the 
great body of the most pious Christians, and has 
been advocated by great numbers of learned and 
pious divines; that it has long been admitted as an 
article of Christian fidth, that there are three did* 
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tinct, co-equal, and self-existent Persons in the ONE 
God ; and that it would be reproachful to the great 
Head of the church, to suppose that he would suffer 
his most faithful friends to be so long in an error on 
a point of so great importance. 

This, I confess, has appeared to me the most 
weighty objection which has ever been stated against 
flie theory I have adopted. I shall therefore attempt 
a serious and candid reply. 

1. I have no inclination to doubt either the piety 
or the learning of those divines who have advocated 
the doctrine of three distinct Persons in one God. 
Many such, I doubt not, have already been admitted 
into the realms of bliss, and others, I believe, are in 
the way which leads to the same state. Some of this 
dass of divines with whom I am acquainted, I esteem 
as the excellent of the earth, and as vastly my superi- 
ors in piety, learning, and discernment. ByitfallibiUty 
has been the common lot of Christians, as long, at least, 
as the Athanasian theory has been received as the or- 
thodox faith. And among all the great and good 
divines, I cannot find one who has ever given evidence 
of infallibility. Great and good divines, like other 
good people, have been liable to err. Nor can I find, 
that Christ ever promised that he would not suffer 
bis church to fall into any error in sentiment respect- 
ing the character of the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Spirit. Therefore, however improhabh it may 
appear to you that there is any incorrectness in the 
doctrine which has been so long and so generally re- 
ceived, and so ably and abundantly advocated, the 
possibility that there may be incorrectness must be ad- 
mitted. An investigation, therefore, may be highly 
p9X>per and useful 
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2. I would ask, Is it not a truth, that, for many 
centuries, the doctrine before us has been popular — so 
popular that a man must run the hazard of losing his 
reputation for piety, if he should call in question its 
correctness ? And would not such a state of things 
naturally preclude any general, thorough, and impar- 
tial examination of the subject ? Would not many, 
even among good people and good ministers, be likely 
to choose to take it for granted that the popular doc- 
trine is true, and content themselves with searching 
the Scriptures for texts to support it? Such a course 
of proceeding, I confess, I adopted for a number of 
years. Such was my veneration for the characters of 
those writers who had defended the theory, that it 
seemed to me safe to follow them. My object, there- 
fore, in studying on the subject, was merely to support 
the doctrine. I do not know that others have been 
so deficient ; but if they have, this may be one reason 
why the doctrine has been so long and so generally 
admitted. 

The proposition, which affirms that there are three 
distinct Persons in one God, is surely not a Bible pro- 
position — I am willing to admit it as a proposition 
formed by good men to express their views of ihQ mean- 
ing of God^s word. But we have the Bible before us, 
as well as those who formed the proposition, and it is 
our duty to bring the doctrine to the Bible for exami- 
nation^ and not merely for support 

3. Do not your peculiar sentiments as a Hopkinsian, 
imply a departure from doctrines which have been 
considered as highly important, which have been 
generally received for several centuries by the most 
pious Christians, and which have been advocated by 
multitudes of great and good divines? Why were 
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you not afraid of impeaching the character of the 
great Head of the church by adopting sentiments in 
a manner which, in your own view, would imply 
that he had suJBFered his most faithful friends for a long 
time to be in an error on some important points? 
Why were you not contented to receive for truth the 
theories of our pious forefathers, and thus have saved 
yourself the trouble of laborious investigation, and 
from the reproaches of those who have viewed you as 
departing from doctrines which have long been re- 
ceived by the pious and faithful friends of Christ? 
It does not, sir, appear that our Hopkinsian brethren 
have been much afraid of impeaching the character of 
Christ, by preaching and writing what they have 
thought to be the truth, although, in some respects, 
they contradicted theories which have long been re- 
ceived as essential doctrines of the gospel. 

4. I willingly admit, that the great body of Christ's 
fidthful friends have been so far united, as to adopt, as 
an article of faith, a proposition which affirms three 
distinct Persons in one God. But is it not a solemn 
truth, that nineteen-twentieths of those, who have 
professed to believe the article, have never examined 
the terms of the proposition so as to be able to tell in 
what sense they believed it to be true ? And have 
not the grieat and pious divines in every age, since 
the proposition was adopted, been greatly divided as 
to its real import ? 

Mr. Jones, and some others, have informed us, that 
by the three Persons they mean three distinct 
Agents. But Dr. Hopkins says, "It must be care- 
fully observed that when this word is applied to the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, as three distinct 
Persons, it does not import the same distinction as 
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16 ON THE UNITY OF GOD. 

when applied to men." But lie does not pretend to 
be able to tell what the word does import^ as applied 
to the Deity. There are other ministers who frankly 
own that they know not what is intended by Persons 
in the proposition. 

Dr. Watts, in his day, said, "The common or 
scholastic explication of the Trinity, which has been 
long and universally received, and been called ortho- 
dox, is, that God is but one simple, infinite, and eter- 
nal Spirit : Hence it follows, that the divine essence, 
powers and essential properties of the Father, the 
Son, and the Spirit, in the Godhead, are numerically 
the very same : that it is the same numerical con- 
sciousness, understanding, will, and power, which be- 
longs to the Father, that also belongs to the Son and 
to the Holy Spirit: and that the sacred Three are 
distinguished only by the superadded^ relative proper- 
ties of paternity^ filiation^ and precession.^ ^ 

Perhaps the word procession should have been used, 
instead of ^^precessioh ; " but I have given the word 
as I found it in Memoirs of Dr. Watts, page 98. 

If Dr. Watts gave a true account of what had '*been 
long and universally received" as the orthodox faith, 
Mr. Jones and those who agree with him in senti- 
ment have greatly departed from the orthodox faith. 
The orthodox faith, according to Dr. Watts, implied 
no more than one infinite, self-existent Agent ; the 
terms Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, denoted " super- 
added, relative properties." But Mr. Jones supposes 
three distinct Agents. 

Some, by the three distinct Persons, have under- 
stood no more than one Being acting in three distinct 
offices. The same Person or Being is Father as 
Creator^ Son as Bedeemer^ and Holy Ghost as /Sbwo- 
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iifver. This may liarmonize with the doctrine of 
" superadded, relative properties." 

In the conclusion of the " Memoirs of Dr. Watts," 
the writer says, " if I understand the great reformer 
Calvin aright, he in like manner conceived of the 
WoBD and Spirit as the Wisdom and Power of the 
Deity personified.* The pious Mr. Baxter adopted a 
like personification." The same writer quotes from 
Mr. Baxter a passage, which shows that there had 
been other methods still of explaining the personality 
of the Trinity. 

"Abundance of heretics," says Mr. Baxter, "have 
troubled the church with their self-devised opinions 
about the Trinity, and the Person and nature of Christ. 
And I am loth to say how much many of the ortho- 
dox have troubled it also, with their self-conceited, 
misguided and uncharitable zeal against those they 
judged heretics. I would advise the reader to be none 
of them that shall charge with heresy aU those who 
say that the three Persons are Deus seipsum inteUigens^ 
Deus a seipso inteUectus, et Deus a seipso amatusj 
(though I am not one,) nor yet those holy men whom 
I have cited, and many others, who expressly say 
that Potentia, Sapientia, et AmoVj Power, Wisdom, 
and Love, are the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost." 

Thus, sir, we may see how the great and pious di- 
vines, with which God has blessed his church, have 
been divided in their real opinions of the meaning of 
a proposition which they aU had adopted as an article 
of faith. One class out of six has agreed with you in 

* When this passage was quoted I had not seen Calvin's " Insti- 
tntea.* He indeed says things which fiEtvor the idea that the toisdom 
and pcwer of Deity are personifiedt for the Son and Holy Spirit Bat 
he says other things of a very difEerent oompLezion. See the qaotai* 
tioiMi m part XL kttflr IX. 
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sentiment) tliat by the three Persons are intended three 
distinct Agents ; a second class uses the term Persons 
in an indefinite sense, without explanation ; a third, 
by three Persons, understands three offices ; the fourth 
supposes one proper Person, and His Wisdom and 
Power personified for the other two Persons ; the fifth 
supposes the three Persons to be three principal attri- 
butes of God, Power, Wisdom, and Love; the other 
supposes the personality to mean no more than this, 
God understanding himself, God understood by himself, 
and God loving himself. 

Of what use, sir, to Christianity, can that proposi- 
tion be, which is thus variously understood by the 
best divines ? While there is so great a variety of 
real opinion about the import of the article, their 
agreeing to adopt it as an article of faith can be no 
evidence of its correctness. But is not the disagree- 
ment as to the import of the word Person, in the pro- 
position, some evidence that the word is improperly 
used ? You cannot justly accuse me of differing more 
in real opinion from those who have adopted this arti- 
cle, than they differ from each other. And I would 
suggest it for your serious consideration, whether your 
departure from the ancient orthodox faith is not in- 
finitely greater than mine — ^yea, greater by two infini- 
ties f You suppose three self-existent, infinite Agents ; 
I suppose but one; and if Dr. Watts fairly stated the 
explication of the Trinity, which had "been long and 
universally received" as orthodox, the ancient ortho- 
doxy implied but one infinite Agent. And with his 
statement agrees all but one of the several explana- 
tions which have been enumerated ; the personality 
was evidently understood as figurative. 

The evidence we have before us, that great and 
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good men have been greatly divided on the subject 
xjf the personality of the. Trinity, may serve to evince 
the propriety of the caution given by Mr. Baxter 
against indulging a censorious spirit one towards 
another. The more deep and mysterious the subject, 
the more occasion we have for self-diffidence, and the 
more room for the exercise of Christian candor to- 
wards those who may differ from us in opinion. 

The experience I have had of my own falUhility 
may be considered as an admonition to me against in- 
dulging a self-confident spirit respecting the correct- 
ness of my present views. I have indeed been long 
searching and laboring to ascertain the truth, and to 
bring my views to harmonize with the meaning of the 
word of God. But I am yet far from any claim to 
infallibility. I can hardly expect that I shall be free 
from mistakes in explaining the numerous passages 
of Scripture which will naturally come under con- 
sideration. But this I know, that I have no interest 
to serve by perverting or misapplying the Scriptures. 
It is, I hope, my aim, to act faithfully for Christ in 
attempting to explain his word ; and with him I may 
safely leave the event. 

I am not insensible that I expose to peril the little 
share of reputation which I have hitherto possessed, 
by taking ground so singular and unpopular. Nor am 
I at all indifferent as to the esteem and good will of 
my fathers and brethren with whom I have been in 
fellowship. My esteem for them is not at all abated 
by any change in my own sentiments ; and it is my 
wish to give them no occasion of offence in my manner 
of writing. It will be my duty to expose what I es- 
teem to be erroneous in their sentiments ; but I hope 
to do it in the spirit of meekness, of candor, and of 
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love. My dissenting from them in opinion is surely 
no reason why I should be offended with them ; and 
I am not sensible that it is a reason why they should 
be offended with me. But should they view my dis- 
sent as ground of offence, I hope they will deal with 
me in a gospel temper, and on gospel principles, duly 
bearing in mind that bitter revilings and sound reason' 
ings are things of a very different nature.* 

Three principal propositions I shall attempt to il- 
lustrate and support, in the course of my Letters to 
you — viz. 

I. That the self-existent God is only one Person. 

II. That Jesus Christ is God's own Son. 

ni. That by the Holy Ohost is intended the fulness 
of God, or the efficient, productive emanations of Di- 
vine fulness. 

In support of the first proposition, I shall, in my 
next Letter, distinctly consider what is meant by 
the word Person. 



LETTER n. 

peesonality defined and illustrated. 

Eev. Sib, 

It has been supposed to be a very difficult thing 
to ascertain in what personality consists, or what con- 
stitutes personality. It may, however, be found an 
easy thing to tell what is meant by the word Person, 
as it is used in Scripture, and in common discourse. 

• Such was my **hop^ when I pabliahed the first edition. I mal 
now say I t0MA it may 06 BO in future. Bat alas 1 ''wfaatismanr* 
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I will exhibit a few instances of the use of the term 
in the Scriptures. 

" Noah the eighth Person." " Joseph was a goodly 
Person." " No uncircumcised Person shall eat there- 
of" " Whosoever hath killed any Person." " Goest 
to battle in thine own Person." " A righteous Per- 
son." " A wicked Person." " Thy Person." " His 
Person." 

Such a manner of using the term is common in all 
writings with which I am acquainted. We apply the 
term Person to any man, or woman, to an angel, to 
Jesus Christ, and to God. But we do not apply it to 
any class of beings below the human race. The pro- 
nouns he or she^ &c., we apply to the brutal creation ; 
but it would be thought an impropriety of speech to 
apply the term Person to the most sagacious horse or 
dog. By carefiil observation, it will be found that 
we use the personal pronouns in reference to any be- 
ings which are supposed to possess animal life ; but 
the word Person is properly applied only to intelligent 
Beings. Inanimate objects, in figurative language, 
are often personified ; but the very idea and mode of 
personification implies what is intended by the word 
Person, viz. an intelligent Being. 

What is meant by the word Person, is just as ob- 
vious to common people as what is meant by the moon. 
And we have no more occasion to inquire what con- 
stitutes personality in order to tell what is meant by 
the word Person, than we have to ascertain the es- 
sence of the moon in order to tell what object is called 
by that name. And it is no more difficult to ascer- 
tain what constitutes personality, than to ascertain 
what constitutes intelligent existence. 

It may be objected, that there is no part or property 
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of a man but what is spoken of in the possessive case, 
as though it were something distinct from personality. 
We say, his handsj his feet, his head, his intellects, his 
heart, his body, his soul, as though personality were 
something distinct from any of these. 

This is all granted ; but in the same manner we 
use the word Person itself; we say his Person. And 
thus the term is used in the Bible, " the express image 
of his Person" But it does not hence follow, that per* 
sonality consists in something distinct from Person. 

As one Person is one intelligent Being, so two or 
three Persons are two or three intelligent Beings. So 
obvious is this to the common sense of mankind, that 
it may be doubted whether any man can form any 
other idea of two persons than that of two intelligent 
Beings. Kit be understood, that we are speaking of 
human Beings, and mention is made of two persons, it 
as clearly conveys the idea of two intelligent Beings, as 
if we should say two men. The same observation will 
apply to angels. 

Some writers of eminence have suggested, or assert- 
ed, that Person and Being are not terms of the same 
import ; and, therefore, it may imply no contradiction, 
to say, three persons in one Being or one God. But I 
have not found that they have attempted to explain the 
diJBFerence between Person and Being. I shall not pre- 
tend that these terms are uniformly of synonymous im- 
port, for the term Being maybe applied to any object 
which exists, but the term Person is applicable only to 
intelligent existence. But the phrases, an intelligent 
Person and an intelligent Being, may properly be con- 
gidered as synonymous. If you think otherwise, be 
pleased to explain the difference. 

In writing on divinity, it is highly important that 
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we should use language according to its common ac- 
ceptation. To make use of terms, of wliicli we can 
give no intelligible explanation, has no tendency to 
communicate light. Those who make use of terms in 
relation to God, or to Christ, ought, at least, to be 
able and willing to tell their ovm meaning in the use of 
those terms. KI say that the Father and the Son are 
two distinct Persons, I ought to be willing to tell what 
i mean by the word Person. And if I have any defi- 
nite meaning to the term, it may be expected that, in 
some way, I can make it known. But if I have no 
definite meaning to the term, how is it possible that 
another person can tell whether he agrees or disagrees 
with ine in sentiment? 

If I only state, that I believe that the Father and 
the Son are two distinct Persons, there is, perhaps, no 
Christian but will say he believes the same. But as 
soon as I explain what I mean by the word Person, 
many will dissent and avow their disagreement. Hav- 
ing thus exposed myself to their disapprobation, by 
explaining my meaning, may I not be permitted to ask 
what they mean by the term, that I may be able to 
compare the two opinions ? And ought I to receive 
it as a satisfactory answer, if I am told that Person and 
Being are n^t the same, and that personality is some- 
thing which cannot be defined ? 

As you, sir, profess to believe that the Father and 
the Son are two persons, and yet but one intelligent 
Being, I would ask whether the Father is not one in- 
telligent Being? And is not the §on also an intelli- 
gent Being? Was he not an intelligent Being who 
came into the world to die for our sins ? And was he 
who came and he who sent him one and the same intel- 
ligent Being? 
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As you also deny the hiinian personality of Christ, 
or that as a derived Being, he was a Person, and still 
admit that he was, in respect to his human nature, 
truly a Man, I would ask what addition would have 
been necessary to constitute that Man a proper per* 
son ? If we deny that, as a derived intelligence, he 
was a Person, will it not be difficult to make it appear 
that there is any such thing as personality in Man ? 
Sin excepted, what do we find in ourselves which was 
not found in the Man Christ Jesus ? If we take ground 
respecting personality, on which it cannot be proved 
that there is any such thing as a human Person^ how 
shall we be able to show that there is any propriety 
in applying the term Person to the Deity ? It is a clear 
case, that so long as we remain ignorant of the import 
of the term, we can never be sure that it is properly 
applied. 

I have not, sir, pursued this inquiry with any desire 
to perplex the minds of others, or to multiply or widen 
the breaches which exist among professed Christians, 
but, if possible, to do something which may contribute 
to greater unanimity. Nothing, perhaps, has contri- 
buted more to keep the subject of the Trinity involved 
in obscurity, than an indefinite and unmeaning use of 
the term Person, I will not affirm, that the definition 
I have given is perfect ; but I will hope, that by frank- 
ly avowing my own views, and exposing myself to the 
censure of others, I may, at least, be the occasion of 
further inquiry and further light on the subject. 

Permit me now, sir, to appeal from your theory to 
your enlightened common sense. Did you ever con- 
ceive of the Father and the Son as one and the same 
intelligent Being? When you thank God for the^^^ 
of his Son to die for us, do you not imiformly conceive 
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of the Father as one intelligeiit Being, and of the Son 
as another? From my own past experience, I may pre- 
sume, that, according to your common sense, the 
Father and the Son are as distinctly two intelligent 
Beings, as Abraham and Isaac Of what importance 
then can it be to Christianity, to attempt to support 
a theory of personality which is nndefinable and 
ineflEable, which does not accord with the common ac- 
ceptation of the term Person, nor with the practical 
views even of those who adopt it ? Scarcely any 
thing is more obvious to the common understanding 
of men, than what is usually intended by the word 
Person ; but when the term is applied to the Deity, 
they must be told that it means something which can- 
not be explained. But if the explanation I have giv- 
en of the meaning of the word Person shall be found 
to accord with the common sense of mankind, and 
with the practical views of Christians in relation to 
the Father and Son, may I not hope to escape the 
censure of those who profess not to know what is 
meant by Person as applied to Grod ? 

It will probably be urged, that God is incompre- 
hensible, and that the doctrine which afiBbrms three 
persons in one God or one Being ^ is no more above 
our comprehension than the eternity and self-existefnce 
of Jehovah. 

It will readily be granted, that God is to us iacom* 
prehensible in his being and all his attributes ; yet, 
in respect to any of his attributes, we can explain 
what we mean by the terms in which they are ex- 
pressed. We can so explain as to make each other 
understand what we mean by the terms eternity and 
idf-existeTu^e. Let it, then, be as intelligibly explain- 
ed what is meant by P&raon^ when we say that 
2 
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there are Aim Persons in om God, or one midUffeA 
Being. 

The inoomprehensibleness of an object is no reason 
why we should use terms without any definite mean- 
ing. God is an incomprehensible object ; but in using 
the term, we may have an intelligible and definite 
meaning. We ought, at least, to have so much mean* 
ing to the terms we use, that we can explain our 
oum meaning. 

By some good writers it has been supposed, that 
the proposition which afl&rms a plurality of Persons 
in one intelligent Being, implies no contradiction. 
But I would ask, how is it hrwwn that it does not im- 
ply a contradiction? Can we affirm any thing of a 
proposition any JGeuilier than we understand the terms ? 
Let the terms be explained, and then we stand on £ur 
ground to judge whether the proposition does or does 
not imply a contradiction. But until this be done, it 
would be very improper, at least for me, to affirm any 
thing concerning it, one way or another. Until we 
understand the term Person, we know not what is 
affirmed in the proposition. And if there be no defi- 
nite meaning to the term, he who states the propo- 
sition either affirms nothing, or he affirms he knows 
not what If we think to give instruction by using 
terms in an indefinite and undefinable sense, we most 
certainly miss our aim. For no person can be en- 
lightened by any proposition any ferther than he un 
derstands the meaning of the terms. K then, in writ- 
ing on divinity, we use terms which are undefinable 
in our own application of them, what do we better 
than to darken coimsel by words without knowledge? 

The following proposition is supposed to be apos- 
tolic, ''There are three that bear record in heaven^ the 
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Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost." This pas- 
sage, I am fully satisfied, as will appear, Letter VI., 
is an interpolation. But even should it be supposed 
genuine, it affords no proof of the Trinitarian senti- 
ment. For neither the term Persons^ nor the name 
Qx)df is to be foimd in the passage. And if we know 
not the import of the term Persons, was it not very 
improper for Trinitarians to insert it in a proposition 
intended to express an apostle's meaning? It waa 
with a view to render this proposition more explicit, 
that the term Person was inserted. But however in- 
explicit or indefinite the proposition may be, as it 
stands in the Bible, it surely could not be amended by 
inserting a word without meaning, or by using a cfe- 
Jkiite term in an undefinable sense. 

As to the improper use of the term Person, I con- 
sider myself as having been culpable as well as others. 
And while I frankly place myself on this ground, I 
do it in hope that the preceding remarks will not be 
viewed as designedly reproachM to any class ci 
Christians or divines. 

Thus, sir, I have attempted to establish one point 
in favor of the proposition, that the Supreme Being, 
or self-existent God, is only one Person. If the ao- 
connt which has been given of the word Person be 
correct, to say that the one self-existent Ghd is three 
sdf-exisient Persons^ is the same as to say that the 
self-existent God is three self-existent intelligent Be 

m 

vngs. And if there be a propriety in saying that the 
ONB God is but one supreme Being, there can be 
no propriety in saying that the one God is three 
SELF-EXISTENT PERSONS. — ^But there are still other 
coDSLderations which may be brought into view in 
tofawqnait Lettera 
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LETTER in. 
THE SCRIPTURE USE OF PRONOUNS AND VERBS IN 

relation to god. 

Eev. Sir, 

Although the definition wliicli has been given 
of the term Person should be admitted as correct, still 
it may be thought that a definition may be given of 
the term God, which will render it consistent to say 
three Persons in ONE GoD. And such a definition has 
been given by Mr. William Jones in his celebrated 
performance on "The Catholic doctrine of the Trini- 
ty." In page 9, he says, "The word God, though of 
Ihe singular number, is of plural comprehension^ In 
proof of this idea he has written a distinct chapter, ia 
which he has evidenced both labor and ingenuity. 
Audit will be admitted, that, if, in the Scriptures, the 
term God be intended to import three self-eodstenit 
Persons^ there is no more contradiction in affirming 
that there are three Persons in one God, than there 
would be in affirming that there are three Persons in 
one Oouncil, or one Senate, or one Triumvirate. 

In support of his idea, Mr. Jones has not only 
mentioned some nouns which are plural in the He- 
brew, which are in English translated God; but he 
has stated that there are also pronouns and verbs of the 
plural number agreeing with the term God. And it 
must be acknowledged that, at first view, these things 
appear much in favor of a plurality of Persons in 
God. For according to the established principles of 
grammar, pronouns and verbs should agree with their 
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nouns in number. It then behoves us to examine the 
subject with care and with candor. 

Mr. Jones has exhibited several instances in which, 
in our translation, iheprorumns US and our are used, 
as he supposes, as proper j^ronowrw for Ood only, and 
as denoting a pluraUty of Persons in the one God. 

The first text which he mentions is Gen. L 26. 
" And God said, let us make man in our image, and 
after our likeness." — ^In reference to this text, it may 
be observed, that these pronouns do not necessarily 
imply more than two Persons, nor do they necessarily 
imply that both of them were self-existent. The re- 
presentation is, that God spake to some other Person, 
And as he created all things by his Son Jesus Christ, 
the Son was probably the Person to whom God spake. 
And all the plural pronouns which Mr. Jones has re- 
lied on iriay be accounted for in the same manner. 

In respect to the plural nxmns which he has men- 
tioned^ I shall only say, that they go as far to prove 
a plurality of Chds^ as they do to prove a plurahty of 
self-existent Persons, 

But besides rumns and pronouns, he has suggested, 
that, in the Hebrew, several plural verbs and adjec" 
fives are found agreeing with the noun God. This 
he also considers as evidence that the word God im- 
plies a plurality of Persons. Being wholly unac- 
quainted with the Hebrew language, I cannot pre- 
tend to dispute the correctness of his statements. 
Some things, however, may possibly be suggested, 
which may be sufficient groimd on which to doubt 
the correctness of his inference. 

1. I think we have no evidence, that the sacred 
writers were perfectly acquainted with the rules of 
grammar, nor that the Divine Spirit, by which tbey 
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wrote, secured them from every departure from the 
rules of grammar in the construction of sentences.— 
But, 

2. If it were certain that the inspired penman never 
deviated from the rules of grammar, it would still be 
possible that as many as five or six mistakes in the 
number of verhs^ might be made in copying the Old 
Testament five or six thousand times. For though 
we have evidence that great care was taken in copy- 
ing the Scriptures, we have no evidence that scribes 
were infallible. And ij^ in the innumerable copyings 
of the Old Testament prior to the art of printing, not 
more than five or six verbs were changed from the 
singular to the plural number, we have great reason 
to acknowledge a superintending Providence. 

Thus, sir, I have endeavored candidly to reply to 
Mr. Jones's arguments from plural pronouns and 
verbs. Let it now be supposed, that instead of five 
or six plural pronouns of doubtful relation, he had 
found five or six thousand plural pronouns which obvi- 
ously stand as substitutes for the names of Ood^ Lord^ 
or Jehovah ; would not his argument have been at 
least a thousand times more forcible than it is on the 
ground he has produced ? Yea, let it be supposed 
that, on the most careful examination, he had found 
in the Bible only five or six pronouns for God of the 
singular number j and those, too, of doubtful import ; 
and that, on the other hand, he had found all the 
pronouns for God, of the plural number^ excepting the 
five or six doubtful instances ; would not his argu- 
ment have been invincible in favor of a plurality of 
Persons in the Godhead ? Would any man of sense, 
after such an exhibition, ever have called in question 
the doctrine of three self-exiBtent Persons ? Confl* 
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dent I am, that such an argument would have had 
more weight in mj mind than all the arguments I 
have seen or heard in favor of that doctrine. 

Permit me then, sir, to retort the argument from 
the use of pronouns and verbs in the Bible. Except* 
ing those doubtful instances of plural pronouns men- 
tioned by Mr. Jones, are not the pronouns for God 
uniformly of the singular number ? Instead of five or 
six doubtful cases, do we not find five or six thousand 
instances in which personal pronouns of the singular 
number are unquestionably used as suistitutes for the 
nouns God, Lobd, or Jehovah? — And setting aside" 
Mr. Jones's exceptions, do we not find the verbsj 
agreeing with the noun God, uniformly of the singu(» 
lar number f 

When God speaks of himself in the fiarst Person, he 
uses the pronouns /, My or Mine, Me. When he is 
addressed in the second Person, the pronouns are 
T/iou, Thy or Thine^ Thee, When he is spoken of in 
the third Person, the pronouns are He, Uis, Ilim,-^ 
This, you must be sensible, is the general and uniform 
use of the pronouns for God, in the Old Testament 
and the New. It may be added, that Myself Thyself 
and Himself are also used as pronouns &r God. 

If God were thbeb co-equal Persons, it would be 
very natural to expect that we should find explicit 
evidence of this in the manner of giving the law, and 
in the prayers of saints. But when the law was given 
on Mount Sinai, God spake in the singular number, 
" /am the Lord thy God — ^thou shalt have no other 
Gods before me." And is it not, sir, a solemn &ct, 
that in all the prayers throughout the Bible, in which 
Ood is addressed, that he is addressed as one individual 
Penon? 
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Moses, David, and Daniel, may be considered m 
well acquainted with God. Each of them addressed 
God as one Person only. 

Moses said, " Yet now if thou wilt, forgive my sin, 
and if not, blot me, I pray thbb, out of thy book." 

David said, " God, to whom vengeance belongs, 
shew THYSELF," — ^hot yourselves. " Lift up THYSELF, 
thou Judge of the earth." 

Daniel said, " Lord, hear ; Lord, forgive ; 
Lord, hearken and do ; defer not, for thine own sake, 
O my God, for thy city and thy people are called by 
'thy name." 

We may here add, that Christ, who must be suppos- 
ed to be better acquainted with God than any ancient 
prophet or any modem divine, addressed the Father 
not only as one Person, but as the " only true God." 
As the Son, he addressed the Father, and in his prayer 
he had these words. " And this is life eternal, that they 
might know thee, the only true God, and Jesus 
Christ, whom thou hast sent" 

I think, sir, I may say, without hazard, that there is 
no intimation in the Bible of three self-existent Persons 
in one God, either in the manner in which Divine com- 
mands were communicated, or in the prayers of saints. 
But in giving commands, God uniformly made himself 
known as one individual Person ; and as to an indi- 
vidual Person, the prophets and saints addressed their 
prayers to God. 

Moreover, in all the remarkable manifestations of 
himself to mankind, God made himself knovm as one 
Person only. — When he appeared to Adam after the 
fidl, he manifested himself as one Person. And in pro- 
nouncing the curse upon the serpent, as one Person he 
spake, "/will put enmity between theeand the woman. 
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And Tmto the woman he said^I will gieady multiply 
thy sorrow," &a 

As one Person, God manifested himself to Noah. 
''And Ood saidnnto Noah, The end bf all flesh is come 
up before me. And behold, /, even /, do bring a flood 
upon Ihe earth. But with thee will / establish my 
covenant." 

In his various appearances to Abraham, he reveal- 
ed himself as only one Person. — " /am thy shield and 
thy exceeding great reward — ^7 will make thy seed as 
the dust of the earth — I am the Almighty Ood, walk 
before me, and be thou perfect." 

Similar to this, was the style and manner adopted 
by God in all his appearances to Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob. 

In all the manifestations which God made of himself 
to Moses and the people of Israel, he uniformly repre- 
sented himself as one Person. And thus he represent- 
ed himself in his communications to the Prophets. It 
may also be observed, that in several instances God 
adopted forms of speech which not only impUed a de- 
nial of the existence of any other God, but also of the 
existence of any other self-existent Pebson. — " See 
now that /, even /am he, and there is no God with 
he; /kill, and /make alive; /wound, and /heaL" 
Deut. xxii. 89. — " And there is no god else besides 
KB, a just God and a Saviour; there is none besides 
ME. Lookunto ME, and be ye saved, all ye ends of the 
earth; for /am God, and there is none else." Isa. 
xlv. 21, 22. — "Remember the former things of old ; 
for / am God, and there is none else ; / am God, and 
there is none like me." 

When God reveals himself under the title of the 
' Holy Qhts, or the Holt One of Israel, he zepie- 

2* 
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Bents himself not only as one God but as ONE Pebsok. 
" Thus saith the Lord, the Holy One of Israel, and 
his Maker, Ask me of things to come concerning my 
SONS ; and concerning the work of MY hands, com* 
mand ye me." 

In conformity to the idea which God gave of him- 
self as being one Person only, all the sacred writers, 
in speaking of God, speak of him as one Person, by 
using a personal pronoun of the singular number, as 
fie, HiSy Him^ together with corresponding verbs. 

The Son of God, in the course of his ministry, spake 
of God as one Person. " God so loved the world, 
that HE gave his only begotten Son," &c. — ^And the 
apostles uniformly spake of God as one Person 
only. — ^The scribe who came to Christ, and received 
his approbation as not fer jfrom the kingdom of God, 
in the course of the conversation, and in reply to 
Christ, said, "There is one God, and there is none 
other but He." And his remark was approved by 
Christ. 

Nouns of "plural comprehension," such as Mr. 
Jones supposes the word God to be, admit the article 
the before them, as the council, the senate ; and the 
pronouns, to agree with them, must be either ney^ 
pronouns of the singular number^ or masculine pronouns 
of the plural number. Speaking of a council, we either 
say. It adjourned, or They adjourned — Of a senate, It 
passed an act, or They passed an act. We do not say 
of a council, Se adjourned ; nor of a senate. His passed 
an act — ^Nor does a senate or a council, speaking in 
the first person, say /will. 

In view of these observations, sir, suffer me to pre- 
sent to your notice some of the foregoing passages of 
Scripture, in a manner conformable to the Athansian 
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theory. I will begin with the passage in Genesis, so 
much quoted by Athanasian writers, and connect 
with it the following verse. The passage to agree 
with your views, should read thus :...." And the 
Ood said. Let us make in our image, and after our 
likeness. So ihe 6Mcreated man in thrown image, 
and after ^!^r likeness ; intheimage of ^ (7o(2 creat- 
ed t^him." 

If the pronouns ua and ova" are pronouns for Ood 
ofdyy the following pronouns should be also of the plu- 
ral number. 

Upon the same principle, the first commandment 
would read as follows : . . . . '^ Thou shalt have no 
other gods before" us. 

When God said, " / am God, and there is none 
like ME," would not your theory have required the 
following form ? . . . We are the God, and there is 
none like us. 

Would not the words of Christ, to have correspond- 
ed with your views, have stood thus ?...." The Ood 
so loved the world, that they gave theib only be- 
gotten Son,' &C. 

The words of the scribe, " There is one God, and 
there is none other but them," or but it. 

A remarkable variation would also be requisite in 
the passage in which God speaks of himself as the 
Holy One. " Thus saith the Lord, the Holy One 
of Israel, and his Maker, Ask us of things to come, 
oonoeming our sons; and concerning the work of OUB 
hands, command ye us." 

I would further suggest, whether another variation 
in this text would not render it still more conformable 
to Mr. Jones' scheme, even to the language of Atha- 
luurians in general? " Thus saith the Lord| the Holy 
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THBEE of Israel I " This, I conceive, would have been 
a correct expression of your doctrine of the Trinity 
in Unity. Under the term Lord or Jehovah, %hd 
Unity would have been implied ; and under the teroM 
Holy thkee, the Trinity would have been expressed. 

"Will you, sir, be pleased now to consider what a 
great and surprising change must be made throughout 
the Bible, in respect to the prcmouns and verbs agree- 
ing with God, to have the language conformable to 
the Athanasian doctrine ? You cannot be insensible, 
that in every instance in which a personal pronoun of 
the singular number is used as a substitute for the noun 
God, something is implied contrary to that doctrine. 
Of course, a very great portion both of the Old Testa* 
ment and the New, is, according to the natural import 
of language, opposed to that theory. If the doctrine 
of three self-existent Persons in one God were true, 
and of such infinite importance as seems to be sup- 
posed by our good brethren, how can it be accounted 
for, that God himseU^ and all the sacred writers, should 
so uniformly adopt such forms of speech as would 
naturally lead to the conclusion, that the one self-exist- 
ent God is but one self-existent Person. 

Mr. Jones has indeed suggested the idea, that the 
singular pronouns and verbs are most commonly used 
as agreeing with God, to guard mankind against the 
idea of more Gods than one. But may I not, with as 
much propriety, suggest, that they are thus used to 
guard us against the idea of more than one self-exist- 
ent person ? or that they were thus used, that in case 
any should adopt the opinion of a plurality of self-ex- 
istent Persons, the error might be detected by the cur- 
rent and uniform language of Scripture? 

If it be a truth, that there are three self -existent 
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Persons in one God, it is doubtless a very important 
truth. Nor is it to be admitted, that God should con- 
stantly speak in a manner which tended to impress the 
oontrary idea, to prevent our falling into the error of 
a pluralitj of Gods. Had it been a truth that there is 
but ONE God, and that this term is of '^ plural compre- 
hension," comprising three co-etemal Persons, it 
would certainly have been a very easy thing with God 
to have adopted language conformable to both parts 
of the proposition. The suggestion of Mr. Jones 
amounts to nothing less than this, that Qod made use 
of language which was calculated to lead us into one 
error J lest we should /iK into another . 

Would it not, sir, shock the feelings of a Christian 
audience, if a minister, in his prayers and preaching, 
should conform his language to the Athanasian theo- 
Ty, and the established rules of grammar? But if the 
flieory be true, ought you not to adapt your current 
language, in prayer and preaching, to your theory? 
You cannot be insensible, that to use pronouns and 
verbs of the singular number^ in relation to God, has a 
direct tendency to impress the minds of your hearers 
with the idea tiiiat God is but one Person. And if you 
believe the oontrary, ought you not to avoid such 
forms of speech as naturally tend to mislead the minds 
of your hearers ? You vnll probably retort the ques- 
tion, and ask, why I did not avoid such forms of 
speech while I was an Athanasian ? I answer, I was 
not aware of the inconsistency between my common 
forms of speech and the theory I had adopted. If 
this be your case, you may possibly be excused in re- 
spect to what is past ; but what will you do in time 
to oome ? 

To evade the argument resulting fiom th.e used 
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singular pronouns and verbs, some will probably say, 
tbat each person in the Trinity is God, and may say 
lam Ood; and that when a singular pronoun is used 
for God, one Person only is intended. In reply, the 
following questions may be asked. 

1. K each Person, as a distinct Person, may say 1 
am Qod^ will it not follow that there are as many 
Gods as Persons ? 

2. If there be three self-existent and co-equal Per- 
sons in God, can it be proJ)er for either of the three to 
say / am God, and there is no God besides me? 
When any one Person adopts this language, does he 
not naturally exclude every other Person jfrom the dig- 
nity which he claims for himself? Suppose three Per- 
sons to be united as co-equal in one government, under 
the title of King, would it be consistent for either of 
those Persons to say / am King^ and there is no King 
besides me? Kany one of the three should say thus, 
would it not be untrue in itself and a contempt of the 
other Persons ? 

Supposing that you are of the number of divines 
who venture to teU what is to be understood by the 
word Person as applied to God, and that by three Per- 
sons you mean " three Agents,^^ I would here suggest 
some thoughts for your consideration. 

Those who avow, that, by three Persons, they un- 
derstand three distinct Agents, allow to each of these 
Agents self-existence, independence, infinite intelli- 
gence, and almighty power, as distinct Persons. Of 
course, the three Persons are three infinite Agents. 
I would now wish to be informed, what more would 
be necessary to constitute three infinite Beings. And 
I would ask you seriously to consider whether it be 
possible for you to form any idea of three tnjmite 
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igents, which does not inTolye the praeiie idw of 
kiee infinite nUeUigent Beings, 

I will next biing into yiew a text^ in wfaicfar the 
Patheb, the Son, and the Holt Ghost, are exhibits 
xi, that you may see to what the representatioiv id 
Sie text wonld amount on y onr hypothemg. 

The text we fiiid, Acts x. 38. "How Got> ammied 
Jssus OF Nazabeth with the Holt Gbor aadwiib 
Power; who went about doing good, and heali&g all 
that were oppressed of the deyil : £>r God wm W)£ti^ 
him." 

Here, sir, we have the Trinity hatlj e%Itthit<f4^ 
But what would be the representation, if >jry tfa^ rmiiK^ 
be intended three infinite Agenist Woald ruA^^t^ 
presentation be distinctly this, that the IlBff l%n%vn 
Agent gave the thibd vsnsvtz hXhJOFi to emkk Hoft 
8EC0KD INFINITE AoESTT io perfcnrm miracU$t 



"LETTER TV, 

the lanouagb of good wbitebs jx fatob of 
what thet xean to bevy* 

Eev. Sib, 

Fob the support of the doctrine^ that the self-ex- 
istent God is but one Person, my reliance is placed on 
the most obvious and natural import of Scripture lan- 
guage. It is, however, hoped, that it will not be 
deemed improper or unfriendly^ should I avail myself 
of the reasonings, concessions, and language of Atha- 
nasian writers, for a farther illustration and confirma- 
tion of what I esteem to be the truth. The authors, 
whose writings I shall quote, are, in my opinion, de« 
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Bsryedly in higli estimation, as learned, discerning, 
and correct writers. And no author will be quoted or 
named with the least desire to provoke controversy, or 
in any respect to detract from his reputation. 

I would now solicit your attention to some passages 
from Dr. Hopkins. In his chapter on the Unity of 
God, and the Trinity, to prove the TJnity of God, or 
that there is but one God, he has made use of some 
arguments, which, if I mistake not, are of the same 
weight against the doctrine of a plurality of self- 
existent Persons, that they are against the doctrine 
of a plurality of self-existent Gods — ^Thus he rea- 
sons. — 

" There can be but one First Cause who exists 
necessarily, and without beginning ; for there can be 
but one infinite Being. To suppose another, or a 
second, necessarily excludes the first; and to suppose 
the first, necessarily excludes the second, and any other 
infinite Being. The same is evident from the consid- 
eration of the Divine perfections. God is infinite 
Power, infinite Wisdom. But there cannot be two 
infinite "Wisdoms, &c. for this implies a contradiction." 

Yet, sir, your theory supposes that there are three 
distinct self-existent and independent Persons, which, 
if I mistake not, as ftdly implies three "infinite 
Wisdoms," &c. as the supposition of three infinite 
Beings. 

The Doctor proceeds...." Moreover, if we make the 
impossible supposition that there are two or more in- 
finite Beings, they must be perfectly alike in all re- 
spects, or not. If not perfectly alike, and without any 
difference, in any respect, then one or the other must 
be imperfect; for absolute infinite perfection admits 
of no variation or difference: so that if any two Be* 



ON THE UNTPT OF GOD. 41 

ings differ in any respect, they cannot be both abso- 
Intely perfect; therefore cannot both be God. But if 
they are perfectly alike in every respect and every 
thing, then they are perfectly one and the same ; and 
the sapposMon destroys itself being a direct contoa- 
diction." 

If this reasoning be conclusive, will it not apply, in 
the most direct manner, to invalidate the theory of 
fihree self-existent and infinite Per sons? The ^ree 
Persons must be perfectly alike in all respects, or not. 
If not perfectly alike, one or the other must be imper- 
fect, and therefore cannot be God : But if perfectly 
alike in every respect, then they are perfectly one 
and the same." 

Those who admit the Doctor's reasoning as conclu- 
sive against three infinite Beings, must, I suspect, to 
be consistent, reject the theory of three infinite, inde- 
pendent Persons. 

Dr. Emmons, in his Discourse on the Trinity, has 
made this concession...."Did the Scripture doctrine of 
the Trinity imply that three Persons are one Person, 
or three Gods one God, it would necessarily involve 
a contradiction."— Yet this correct writer has adopt- 
ed forms of speech which evidently imply that one 
Person is three Persons. Such are the following. "GoD 
can, with propriety, say, I, Thou, and He, and mean 
only Himself." — " Nothing short of three distinct 
Persons in the one undivided Deity, can render it 
proper for Him to speak of Himself in the first, 
second, and third Persons, I, Thou, and He."* — "And 
so there is a certain something in the Divine Being, 

'Astodflliiiigl Did Dot the Doctor know that it was a commoD 
iliii^ for a num to speak of himself in the firsts second and third 
penont 
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which renders it equally necessary that He shoold 
exist in thbeb Pebsons ." 

In these passages, He, Him, and Himself, are 
used as pronouns for God or Deity. And each of these 
pronouns strictly conveys the idea of one Person only 
Yet the Doctor supposed that this one He or Him, 
might speak of Himself as theee distinct Per- 
sons. 

Dr. Spring, in his sermon on the self-existence of 
Christ, gives the following exhortation...." Let us then 
not deny the self-existence of God, nor the universal- 
ity of His existence, nor that His indivisible essence 
comprises three distinct Persons." 

By the pron3im His, God is, in the first place, clear- 
ly considered as but one Person; yet we are fervently 
exhorted not to deny that " His indivisible essence 
comprises three distinct Persons." 

Mr. Jones stands on similiar ground. He says, 
" No sensible reason can be given, why God should 
speak of Himself in the plural number, unless He 
consists of MORE Persons than one." 

And thus says Dr. Hopkins, "If there be a God, 
He does exist without beginning or succession ; and 
this is as much above our comprehension, as that He 
exists in three Persons." 

To what, sir, are we to attribute these solecisms ? 
Not to the want of mental energy; nor to the want of 
piety ; nor to the want of scientific or grammatical 
knowledge. But these worthy men had been con- 
versant with the Bible, and from that source had 
insensibly formed the habit of usually speaking of God 
as only one Person; but this being contrary to the 
doctrine which they wished to support, they naturally 
involved inconsistency in their forms of speech. 
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A volume might be filled with such solecisms fix>m 
Athanasian writers. And indeed, sir, I Yetj much 
doubt whether you evei* preached a gospel sermon, or 
ever prayed five minutes, without using pronouns in 
direct contradiction to your theory. 



LETTEB V. 

the mysteby op the trinity in unity unfolded. 

Rev Sir, 

In a former letter, I observed to you, that Mr. 
Jones considered the term God as of " plural compre- 
hension." • I therefore classed the noun Chd with 
other nouns of "plural comprehension, "such as, Coun- 
cil, Senate, Triumvirate, &c. — ^But since that time I 
again perused Mr. Jones' performance, and find that 
I did not fully comprehend his meaning. As I was 
reading his remarks on 1 Cor. viii. 6., " But to us 
there is but one God, the Father," I noticed this idea, 
"the one God, the Father, is the name of a nature un- 
der which Christ, as God, is comprehended." I was 
at first wholly at a loss for his meaning ; it however 
soon occurred to me, that he considered the term God, 
in this case, as a general or generic term, comprehend- 
ing a pluraHty of Persons, of one common nature ; as 
Man is sometimes used for all mjankmd. I therefore 
pursued the inquiry, to ascertain, if possible, his real 
meaning. When I came to the part of his book, en- 
titled, the "Conclusion," my apprehension was folly 
confirmed. 

In page 80, he says, " That the Persons of God 
io^ tiiree in number, precisely distinguished| on some 
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occasions, by the personal names Father, the Wordoi 
Son, and Holy Spirit ; and also by different offices. 
That the same term is not always peculiar and proper 
to the same Person ; because the words Ood, Lard, 
Jehovahj and Father, are sometimes apphed to one 
Person and sometimes to another; while at other 
times they are not personal, but general Tiames of the 
Divine nature^ 

In page 81, he observes, " There can be no real 
Unity in God but that of his nature, essence^ or sub- 
stance, all of which are synonymous terms." 

That the three Persons are of the same nature or 
essence, he considers as proved on this ground, " Be- 
cause they partake in common of the name Jehovah^ 
which being interpreted, means the Divine essence ; 
and what it signifies in one Person it must also sig 
nify in the others, as truly as the singular name Adam, 
in its appellative capacity, expresses the comrrum na- 
ture of all mankindJ^ 

If this be the true Athanasian theory of the Trini- 
ty, it is not so mysterious as has been generally sup- 
posed ; and I suspect, it will be a much less difficult 
task to explain it, than it will to reconcile it to the 
sacred Scriptures. 

It is obvious, from the passages quoted, that Mr. 
Jones considers the term God, as sometimes used, as 
tk general or generic name, comprising a plurality of 
Persons of one common nature, just as we use the term 
Man, as comprising the whole species. And he also 
supposes, that God is used in this sense as meaning 
the Divine nature, when it is said, " But to us there 
is but one God." 

And as he has given us plainly to understand, that 
" there can be no real Unity in God but that of hig 
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naiwrt^ it is manifest that, on this theoiy, the Unity 
of G-od is the same as the nnity of Man. Mr. Jones 
supposes that the three Persons in the Deity are all 
of 0716 TuaJbitty that is, of a Divine nature. So all the 
indiyidoal Persons of the human race are, in the same 
sense, oncj they are of one nature^ that is, kuman 
nature. 

The whole mystery of the Trinity in Unity, accord- 
ing to this theory, results finom the ambiguous use of 
the terms God, Lord, Jehovah, &a, these terms being 
''sometimes applied to one Person, and sometimes to 
another; while at other times they are not p^aonal 
but general names of the Divine natureJ^ When it is 
said, there are three Persons in one God, the word 
Gk>dis used ''asthenatneof anature;" and the im- 
port is simply this, that there are three Persons of 
the same Divine nature. 

On this theory of the Trinily in Unity^ I would 
suggest the foUowing inquiries :— 

1. Whether there can be any reasonable objections 
to the proposition, which affirms that there are as 
many self-existent Beings as there are self-existent 
Persons? While it has been maintained that there 
are Aree self-existent Persons^ it has been affirmed 
that there is but one self-existent Being, But if the 
Unity is nomore thana unity of nature^ why may not 
each of the Persons be considered as a distinct intelli- 
gent Being, according to the natural import of the 
word Person ? When the word Man is used "as the 
name of a nature," it comprises many intelligent 
Beings ; as many as it does of intelligent Persons. 
Why is it not thus with regard to that order of Per- 
sons included under the " general name" God? 

2* If it be admitted, that, when it is stated in the 
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Scriptures that to us there is hut ONE QOD, that the 
term God is used " as the name of a Tuitua-e^^ com- 
prising a plurality of Persons, what evidence can we 
have that the number of Persons is limited to ihreet 
Why may not that order of Persons, which is deno- 
minated by the " general name" God, be as great as 
the number characterised by the general name Man? 
— ^The advocates for the theory will doubtless say, 
that the Scriptures mention but three Persons; but 
do the Scriptures say that there are no more than three 
Persons in God? The Scriptures teach us, that 
"there is one God, and that there is none other but 
He." And if such declarations do not limit the num- 
ber of self-existent Persons, the limits are not ascer- 
tained in the Bible by any thing with which I am ac- 
quainted. 

8. Will it not follow, from this hypothesis, that in 
the sense that each of three Persons is called Ood^ 
there are as many distinct Gods as there are distinct 
Persons ? — ^When the term God is used as " the name 
of a nature," or as "a general name for the Divine 
miture^^'* it is easy enough to see, that in this sense 
there may be no more Gods than one ; but Mr. Jones 
does not suppose that it is always used in this sense ; 
he supposes the same name is sometimes used^er^on- 
a%, and applied " sometimes to one of the three Per- 
sons, and sometimes to another." This is precisely 
the case with the word Man. It is sometimes used 
" as the name of a nature," comprehending the whole 
species : yet at other times it is applied in a personal 
manner, sometimes to one Person, and sometimes to 
another. John is a man^ James is a rruin^ Peter is a 
wian, &c. And when it is used in this sense, it admits 
ot^Q plural number; and we may say ihree mer^ or 



men; yea, in this Benae&ere may beat 
mmy JKbr SB PflEEKmB — ^Andinllke sense in wldch the 
FaAar is Qod^ and Ohrist is Qod^ and the Hdy Spirit ' 
is Oiii, wkj ore fhere not as many Gods as Peraons ? 
ft is a clear case, that if each of -drree Persons is cme 
Mbfi,iSkoB^ AreePtrscmsaje three MsfL And analogy 
win teadi ns, that if l^bere ore three Divine Persons, 
eaehof wiMXEnisone God, then tiiose three Persons 
are three Gods. 

lam wfSl aware, lihat liiis oondnsioin is not admits 
ted by GOT Athanacdan brethren; bntif itdonot &irly 
ranih from Mr. Jones^ premises, Ishall rejoice to see 
the &Qaey of the leasoDing detected. 

QnthewboIe,theh[ypothefflsof Mr. Jones predodes 
the neoeasity of any distinction between Person and 
Being, or intelligent Permm and intdligent Being ; and 
imdor the generic or general name God, it exbibits 

an ORDER of SUFKEICE ond SELF-EXISTENT INTELLI- 

0EKCES, to each of wbom the name God may be pro* 
perly applied; the nmmber of this ordek of DIVINE 
INTELLIGENCES he snpposes to be but three ; this, 
however, is only supposition ; there is no certainty 
in the case. The Divine nature is doubtless as ex- 
tensive as human nature; and if it include more than 
one self-existent Person, it may be impossible fer us 
to see why it may not comprise as many Persons as 
human nature. And as Mr. Jones supposed that not 
only the wordGrOD, but also the word Lord, was used 
bolli as an " appellative^^ or general name, and also in 
a personal manner as applicable to each of the Divine 
Persons, the hypothesis seems to open the way for the 
re-admission of " Lords many, and Chds manyy 

In speaking of the three Persons in the Trinity, 
Dr. Emmons says, " There is a certain soMETHiNa in 
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the Divine nature which lays a proper foundation for 
these personal distinctions. But what that some- 
thing is, can neither be described nor conceived. 
Here lies the whole mystery of the Trinity." 

Had the good Doctor understandingly and heUefo- 
ingly read Mr. Jones on the subject, he would doubt- 
less have been able to describe that " certain some- 
thing," as well as Mr. Jones has done. For the 
** something" appears to be simply this, the Divmt 
nature, like human nature^ may comprise a plurahty 
of persons. 

Thus I have endeavored to unfold the Athanasiaa 
mystery of the Trinity ; the business of reconciling it 
with the Bible, I shall not undertake. 



PART II. 



)N THE REAL DIVINITy AND GLORY OP CHRIST, 



LETTER I. 

JESUS CHBIST TBIJLT THE SON OF GOD. 
Etzv. Snt, 

The first tliiiig which I proposed to establish was 
his, that the Supreme Beino, or self-existent God, 
fl (mly one Person. And it is believed, that, in 
MTOof of this proposition, something has already been 
lone. 

My second proposition is, 

That Jesus Christ is truly the Son of God. — ^If the 
second proposition should be supported, additional 
evidence wiU appear in favor of the first For ac- 
cording to your theory, Jesus Christ is one of the 
three self-existent Persons, and is personally the self- 
existent God. But should it appear that he is per- 
sonally and truly the Son of God, it will also appear 
that he is neither the self-existent God, nor a self- 
existent Person. For, to a discerning and unpreju- 
diced mind, it must be obvious, that it is a natural im- 
possibility that the same Person should be truly the 
self-existent God and truly the Son of the self-exist- 
ent God. So far as the natural import of language is 
to be regarded, the terms, a self-existent Son, imply a 
real and palpable contradiction. The term self-exist' 
ent is perfectly opposed to the term Son, and the term 
Son is perfectly opposed to selfeodstence. K there be 
any term in our language which naturally implies 
derived existence^ the term Son is of this import To 

9 49 
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affirm tUat a Person is a derived self-existent Being im- 
plies no greater contradiction than to affirm that a 
Person is a self-existent Son. And to affirm that Jesus 
Christ is personally the self-existent God, and at the 
same time truly the Son of God, is precisely the same 
contradiction that it would be to affirm that the Prince 
of Wales is truly King George the Third, and also truly 
ike Son of King George the Third. 

These things I have stated on the ground of the 
natural meaning of terms. That the things I have 
stated are true, according to the natural import of 
language, will not, it is believed, be denied by any 
person of good discernment and candor. 

The proposition, that Jesus Christ is truly the Sok 
OF God, is so obvious in its natural import, and so 
plainly scriptural, that many may suppose it requires 
neither expleuaation nor proof Yet such is the state 
of things in the Christian world, that both explana- 
tion and proof are necessary. For although there is 
no one point in^which Christians are more universally 
agreed than in calling Christ the SoN OP GoD, there 
is scarcely any thing about which they are more di* 
vided than that of the intended import of those ternM. 
But amidst the variety of opinions which have been 
formed on the subject, the natural import of the 
words has been pretty uniformly rejected ; and almost 
every other possible meaning has been affixed to them, 
in preference to that which the terms naturally excite. 
Indeed, it seems to have been generally taken for 
granted, that it is impossible with Ood to have a SoN. 
Athanasians appear to have taken this for granted; 
and finding that divine titles, divine attributes, divine 
works, and divine honors, are ascribed to him in the 
SoriptureSi they have set it down as an unquestic»ip 
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■Uetratk, tliii Christ is so far from beingthe Soir 
of God, in die nataral sense of the terms, that he is 
Ae Tery adfexistent Gkxi ; yea, that rery GOD of 
wiioai the Scriptures declare that he is the Sorf, 
Other denominations, taking for granted the same 
princqde, haye pronounced the Sariotir to be a mere 
creaiMa^ more or less dignified and endued* And 
thus^ on the one hand or the other, almost erery pocH 
able grade of intelligent existence and dignity has 
been allowed him, excepting that which » naturally 
imp(»ted by his title the SoK of OOD. 

Two ideas are naturally suggested by the title th# 
SoK of God, yiz. Diyikx Obioin and VtvlMt I>Uh 



By Divine Origin, I do not mean that the 6&M of 
Ck)d is acreo^ intelligent Being ; but a Being who 
properly derived his existence and his nature firom 
God. It has not, perhaps, been common, to make 
any distinction between derived eocietence^ and ereeUed 
exietence ; but in the present case the distinction ap« 
pears very important. Adam was a created being ; 
Seth derived his existence from the created nature o( 
Adam; andthereforeit is said '^Adambegatasonin 
his own likeness." And as Seth derived his exist- 
ence from the created nature of Adam, so, it is be- 
lieved, that the only bsgottek of the Father 
PSBlVED HIS existence from the self-existent nature 
of God. In this sense only do I mean to prove that 
the SoK of God is a derived intelligence. 

The hypothesis, that Jesus Christ is truly the Son 
of God, by properly deriving his existence and nature 
from God^ will probably, by many, be pronoimced a 
very great absurdity. And as, in my view, very much 
IB depending on this point, you will suffer me to be 
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particular in the examination. That the terms the 
Son of God, as applied to Christ, do most naturally 
denote that his existence and nature were derived from 
God, will, it is believed, be granted by all judicioug 
and impartial inquirers. And it does not discover the 
greatest reverence for the Scriptures, nor the greatest 
sense of our own fallibility, hastily to reject, as absurd, 
the natural import of inspired language. If there be 
any ground on which the hypothesis may be pronoun- 
ced absurd, it must be found either in the works or the 
word of God. But what do we find in the tvorks of 
God, by which it may appear, that it is absurd to sup- 
pose that God has a Son who has truly derived Ids 
existence and nature from the Father ? In examining 
the works of God, we find reason to suppose that God 
has given existence to various tribes of beings, with 
natures distinct from his own. And is it not quite as 
difl&cijlt to conceive, that God should give existence to 
beings by proper creation^ with natures distinct firom 
his own, as that he should give existence to a Son 
truly deriving his nature from the Father ? 

We also find, that God has endued the various 
tribes of creatures with a power oi procreation^ by which 
they produce offspring in their own likeness. Why is 
it not as possible that God should possess the power of 
producing a Son in his own likeness, or with his own 
nature, as that he should be able to endue his creatures 
with such a power ? May it not, then, be presumed, 
that no shadow of evidence can be produced from the 
works of God, to invalidate the hypothesis that Christ 
as the Son of God, possesses divine nature by derived 
existence ? 

What then saith the Scripture ? We may, in reply 
(o this question, notice several things. 
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1. Dr. Hopkins lias said, " The Eedeemer is the 
Son of God in a peculiar and appropriated sihse, and 
by wMcli he is distinguished from every other person 
in the nniverse," The Doctor adds, " He is mention- 
ed as the Son of God more than an hundred times in 
the New Testament ; and the Father of Jesus Christ 
the Son, is mentioned above two hundred and twenty 
times." 

The correctness of these statements is not doubted ; 
and on the ground of them I may say, that, according 
to the natural importj^of words, Jesus Christ is, in the 
New Testament, more than three hundred and twenty 
times mentioned as a derived intelligence, an in- 
telligence who has properly derived his existence and 
nature from God. For in contradistinction to angels 
and men, and to all who may be called Sons of God 
by creation or adoption, Jesus* Christ is definitively 
called THE Son of God. 

2. It is to be observed, that several epithets are used 
as with explicit design to preclude all mistake, and to 
give us unequivocal evidence that Jesus Christ is the 
Son of Qcod in the most strict sense of the term. He 
is emphatically called God's " own Son." And to de- 
note that God has no other Son in the sense in which 
Christ is his Son, he is called God's only Son. And 
more fully to express the idea that he, and he only, 
properly derived his existence and nature from God, he 
is Gall^ "the only begotten Son of God," "the 
ONT.Y begotten of the Father." 

I would here ask, whether it be possible to find 
terms which would more clearly and more emphatical- 
ly express the very thing which I undertook to 
prove ? If no further evidence could be produced in 
&yor of the hypothesis, it would certainly reqiure 
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flometliiiig very substantial and positive to invalidate 
what has* been already exhilited. But additional 
evidence is yet to come. What has been produced, 
is from the general and current language of the New 
Testament We may add, 

3. It appears to have been one particular design of 
the miracles which were wrought by Christ, to prove 
that he was the Son of God ; and that, as the Son, 
was sent of the Father into the world. 

* Christ said to the Jews, "Ye sent unto John, and 
he bare witness of the truth. But I have greater wit- 
ness than that of John : for the works which the Fa- 
ther hath given me to finish, the same works which I 
do, bear witness of me, that the Father hath sent 
me." John v. 33—36. 

The account that the Jews sent unto John, and the 
testimony he gave, we have recorded in the first 
chapter of the same gospel. The testimony is this, 
"But he that sent me to baptize with water, the same 
said unto me, Upon whom thou shalt see the Spirit 
descending and remaining on him, the same is he 
which baptizeth with the Holy Ghost. And I saw 
and bare record that this is the Son of God." 

This was the truth to which John testified; but 
Christ stated, that the works which he did were of 
greater weight than the testimony of John. And it 
is observable, that, as it was one design of his mira- 
cles to prove that he was the Son of God, so this 
conviction was produced in the minds of many upon 
seeing the miracles which he performed. 

4. Jesus Christ is the fiiithfid and true WitnesSi and 
he repeatedly aflBraied, "I am the Son of God:" 
and he also abundantly affirmed that Gt>d was his 
Fatheb. 
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lam not insensible, that, on tliis gronnd, some haye 
supposed tliat Christ meant to affirm his self-existence, 
independence, and co-eternity with the Father. But 
sorely I can think of no words which would have been 
less calculated to impress such an idea on an xmpreju- 
diced mind. And had it been his design to affinn his 
self-existence, and at the same time to mislead the 
minds of his hearers, I know not of any language 
which would have been more adapted to such' a pur- 
pose. Would any person of common discernment and 
ccHnmon honesty ever think of asserting that he is 
General Washington, or that he personally existed as 
early as General Washington, by saying, I am the SoK 
of General Washington, and General Washington is 
my Father? — ^But if Christ meant to assert that he 
derived his existence and his nature from God as a Son 
from a Fatheb, what language could have been more 
to his purpose that that which he adopted? 

5. The awful display of Divine majesty and power 
which were concomitants of the crucifixion of Christ, 
produced a conviction in the minds of the centurion 
and others that Jesus was the Son of God. " Now 
when the centurion, and they that were with him, 
watching Jesus^ saw the earthquake, and those things 
that were done, they feared greatly, saying, Truly this 
was the Son of God." And according to the opinion 
of St Paul, he was "declared to be the Son of God, 
with power, according to the spirit of holiness, by the 
resurrection from the dead." — Rom. i 4. 

6. That Jesus Christ is the Son of God was a prin- 
cipal article of primitive Christian £uth, and a princi* 
pal doctrine of apostolic preaching. 

Christ questioned his disciples thus: "Whom do 
men say that I, the Son ofman^ am? They said, Some 
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Bay thou art John the Baptist, some Elias, and 
otibers Jeremias, or one of the prophets. He saith tmto 
them, But whom say ye that I am? And Simon Peter 
answered and said, Thou art the Christ, the Son of thd 
LIVING God." 

Nathaniel, on becoming acquainted with Christ, 
said unto him, " Babbi, Thou art the Son of God." 

When Christ questioned Martha respecting her 
faith in him, she replied, '^ I believe that thou art the 
Christ, the Son of God." 

After the ascension, when the eunuch manifested a 
desire to be baptized, Philip answered, " K thou be- 
lievest with all thine heart, thou mayest" The eunuch 
then exhibited his confession of faith : "I believe that 
Jesus Christ is the Son of God." And on the ground 
of this profession he was baptized. 

Saint Paul having been converted and commissioned 
for the gospel ministry, " straightway he preached 
Christ in the synagogues, that he is the Son of God." 

And the same doctrine he abimdantly inculcated in 
his epistles. 

Dr. Hopkins has noticed, that the apostle John 
" mentioned Christ as the Son of God, fifty times — 
and the Father of Jesus Christ the Son, more than one 
hundred and thirty times," in his gospel and epistles. 
And this same apostle has spoken of faith in Christ, 
that he is the Son of God, as though it were indeed of 
the highest importance. "Whosoever shall confess 
that Jesus is the Son of God, God dwelleth in him, and 
he in God. He that bdieveth on the Son of God, hath 
the witness in himself. Whosoever denieth the Son, 
the same hath not the Father. Who is he that over- 
Cometh the world, but he that believed that Jesus Christ 
is the Son of God?" 
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Here I would take the liberty to propose a few ques- 
tions. Is believing that Jesus Christ is a mere man or 
a mere creature, believing that he is the Son of God, 
God's OWN Son, the only begotten of the Father? 
Again, Is believing that Jesus Christ is personally the 
SELF-EXISTENT GoD, believing that he is truly the Son 
of God ? Does it not appear, that believing that Jesus 
Christ was the Son of God, was the orthodoxfidthinthe 
first age of Christianity ? But is this the faith of those 
who call themselves tibe orthodox at the present day ? 

To believe that Christ is personally the self-eodstent 
Oodj and to believe that Christ is truly the Son OF God, 
are, in my view, vfery distinct things ; and I cannot 
but be amazed that ideas so perfectly distinct should 
ever have been admitted as one and the same. 

7. The self-existent and supreme Majesty, by an 
audible voice from heaven, did repeatedly confirm the 
truth which I have aimed to support. 

** And Jesus, when he was baptized, went up straight- 
way out of the water; and lo, the heavens were open- 
ed unto him, and he saw the Spirit of God descending 
like a dove, and lighting upon him : and lo I a voice 
from heaven, saying. This is my beloved Son, in 
whom I am well pleased." 

Again, at the time of the transfiguration, " Behold, 
a bright cloud overshadowed them ; and, behold, a 
voice out of the cloud, which said. This is my beloved 
Son, in whom I am well pleased ; hear ye him." 

Is it possible, sir, that any man can attend for a mo- 
ment to the natural import of these words from heaven, 
and then believe that God meant to be understood as 
saying. This Person, who has been baptized, and 
transfigured, is the self-existent God, co-eternal with 
myself and the same Being? 

8* 
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8. The avowed design of St John, in writing the 
history of Jesus Christ, is a proof that in his view Jesus 
was truly the Son of God. At the close of the 20tli 
chapter, he says, " And many other signs truly did 
Jesus in the presence of his disciples, which are not 
written in this bo6k. But these are written l^at ye 
HiQHT BELIEVE that Jcsus is the Christ, the Son of 
God; and that believing, ye might have life through 
his name." 

You will probably urge, that in the very first v^«e 
of his gospel, John says, " The Word was Gt)d." This 
is true ; and it is also true, that in the same verse, and 
in the next, he says, * *The Word was with God." The 
God whom the Word was wiih^ was doubtless one Ood; 
and unless we are to suppose that John meant to af- 
firm a plurality of self-existent Gods, he did not mean 
to affirm that the Word was God in a sense which 
implied personal self-existence. Be^des, the title, 
the Word, or the Word of God, probably denotes 
that the Son was the Medium of Divine mantfesta- 
Hon; and hence we may easily infer, that it was on 
the ground of a constituted character that the 
Son is called God. John proceeds to say, that all 
things were made hy him ; and Paul tells us how — 
** that God created all things by Jesus Christ. 

In some future Le'tters, I shall more particularly 
show in what sense Christ is called God. But I may 
here observe, that the general current of John's gos- 
pel corresponds with what he says was his object in 
writing, viz. " That ye might believe that Jesus is 
the Christ, the Son of God ; and that believing; ye 
might have life through his name." 

In my next Letter, you may expect still furthei 
evidence that Jesus Christ is truly the Son of God. 
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LETTER 11. 

ADDimnrAL KTIBXNCS THAT CHBI8T IS VBITUr TBM 

SON or GOD. 
Rsv. Sir, 

As introdujCtory to the arguments wkbh I am about 
to urge, I would saggest to your mind the following 
sappositioii& 

1. Suppose that Cbd, in giving the ten command* 
ments on tables of stone, instead of writing the wonl 
uMHxthrday: in the fourth commandment^ had left a 
blank ; and in giving the fifth, he left a blank instead 
of writing the terms jfa^&er and mother. 

2. Suppose he wrote a second time, and filled up 
those blanks with characters or words which had 
never before been seen or heard by men. 

3. Suppose he wrote a third time, and instead of 
leaving bknks for those word^ or filling them with 
unknown characters or terms, he, for sabbcUh-day^ 
wrote birth-day] and instead of father and mother^. 
wrote son and daughter: suppose also, that these 
words had never been understood by men to mean any 
thing different firom their common acceptation at the 
present day. 

Permit me now to ^k, whether either of these 
modes of writing those commands could be considered 
as a revelation of the Divine Will? And would not 
the mode of writing hirih-day for saibath-day, and 
son and davgJUer for father and Tnother, be as likely 
to mislead the minds of men, as writing in unhnmun 
charactersj or even as leaving blank spaces to be filled 
up by conjecture ? 

But what, you may a^ is the object of these ex- 
traordinary statements? My object, sir, is this, to 
eviMC^ that in his communications to us, Q^od musi 
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make use of language in a sense which, agrees with 
some analogy, or his communications can be of no use 
to mankind, any more than uvkruyum characters^ or 
blanks to be filled by conjecture. 

In a connection as deeply interesting as that of giv- 
ing the law, God has made use of the terms the Stm of 
Godj 30" Son, God's own Son, the only begotten 
Son of God. He has represented his love to us as 
being exceedingly great, on the following ground, 
" God so loved the world, that he gave his only be- 
gotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him, should 
not perish, but have everlasting life." *' He that 
spared not his own Son, but delivered him up for us 
all." 

Such, you know, is the common representation m 
the New Testament. And being well acquainted with 
the natural import of the terms an own Son, an only 
begotten Son ; and having an idea of the love of a 
fiither to an omn and only son ; the scriptural repre- 
sentations of the love of God towards us become deep- 
ly interesting and affecting. 

But the Athanasian theory represents the Son of 
God as personally the self-existent God, and the very 
SAME Being of whom he is abundantly declared to 
be the Son. And on this ground, the term Son is 
used in a sense foreign to every analogy with which 
the human mind is acquainted ; as foreign as it would 
be to use birth-day for saibaffi-day, or son and daugh- 
ter ior father and mother. On this ground, the repre- 
sentations of God's love, and the scheme of salvation, 
are involved in unintelligible metaphor; and we need 
an inspired Daniel to interpret the import of the term 
Son, as much as Belshazzar did to interpret the enig- 
matical hand-writing on the walL And xintil this ii\^ 
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terpietation be given, we have no definite ground on 
whicli to estimate the love of God in the atonement 
made for the sins of the world. 

What has been now exhibited, is viewed as a veiy 
weighty argument against your theory, and in favor 
of the hypothesis that Jesus Christ is truly the Son 
of God. 

But there is another argument which, if possible, 
is still more weighty, to which we may now attend. 
You cannot be Insensible, that it is plainly and abun- 
dantly represented in the Scriptures, that the Son of 
God did recMy and personally suffer and die for us. 
And that on this ground, both the love of God and the 
love of hig Son are represented as having been mani* 
fested in a very extraordinary manner. And if the 
Son of God be truly the Son of God, a derived intel- 
hgence, these representations may be strictly and af- 
fectingly true. For on this hypothesis, the Son of 
God may be the same intelligent Being as the soul of 
the Man Christ Jesus who suffered on the cross. 

But your theory will not, I suspect, be found to ad- 
mit, or support any thing more than the sluudow of 
the suffering and dmth of the Son of God. 

Writers and preachers on your side of the question, 
do, indeed, often speak of the ahasenMnt, the suffer^ 
ings, and decUh, of the Son of God^ as though they 
believed these things to be affecting realities. But, 
after all, what is the amoimt of these representations, 
upon your hypothesis ? You do not conceive that the 
Son of God became imited to flesh and blood as the 
soul of Jesus Christ. So far fix)m this, you suppose 
the Son of God was personally the self-existent God; 
and instead of becoming the soul of a human body, 
you suppose he became mysteriously united to a pro* 



02 OH THX BEAL DIYINITr 

per man, who, as distinct from the Son of God, had 
a true body and reasonable soid. And I think, ar, 
it will be found, that on this Man your theory lays the 
iniquities of us all ; — that this Man^ and not the Son 
of God, endured the stripes by which we have healing. 
For while you maintain that the Son was personally 
the only living and true God, you very consistently 
affirm that' " he did not suffer in the least in his Divine 
nature, but altogether in his human nature." And 
what is this but affirming that he did not suffer at all 
as the Son of Ood^ but only the Man Jems suffered, 
to whom the Son was united ? As, on the Athanasian 
hypothesis, the Man Christ Jesus and the human na- 
ture are the same, so the Son or self-existent God and 
the Divine nature of Christ are the same. You sup- 
pose the Son as incapable of suffering as the Father, 
and that he did not in reality suffer on the cross any 
more than the Father did ; nor any more than either 
of them suffered while Cranmer was burning at the 
stake. How then does it appear, that "God spared 
not his own Son ?" 

You will probably plead, .that the Man Jesus was 
united to the Person of the Son of God, and that 
Person suffered in his human nature. But, sir, as you 
predicate personality on the Son or Divine nature^ and 
do not allow personality to the human nature, it will, 
I ^suspect, be difficult for you to prove that any Pier- 
son suffered on the cross : for the sufferings fell sim 
ply on a nature to which you do not allow personality. 
As, in your view, the Son was the self-existent God, 
and could not suffer in his Divine nature, he could 
not suffer in any nature. The man was only an ap- 
pendage to his Person, mysteriously connected ; and 
yet, so fiir was th^ union from being very intimat&or 
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essential, that the appendage of tlie Man miglit sujSer 
the severest agonies, and the Son or real Person be at 
the same time in a state of infinite felicity. 

Abraham's offering his son Isaac, has long been 
considered as tjrpical of the conduct of Ood in giving 
his Son to die for ns. Suppose we should add to the 
Scriptural account the following ideas — That Abra- 
ham knew beforehand that his son was incapable of 
suffering, and that all the sufferings would &11 on 
another man, to whom his son was mysteriously 
xmited; and that Isaac also understood the matter in 
the same light when he consented to be boimd and 
laid upon the altar. Would not this additional ac- 
count, if believed, depreciate, in our estimation, the 
conduct of Abraham and Isaac, at the rate of ninety- 
nine per cent ? 

This illustration may serve to show how much 
your hjrpothesis,* when understood, tends to lower 
down our ideas of the greatness of the love of God 
in giving his Son to die for us ; and also the love and 
submission of the Son in consenting to make his life 
an offering for our sin. — ^I would, however, by no 
means intimate, that you and others, view the love 
of God in this depreciated light. For I think it proba- 
ble that it is with you, as I am sensible it was with my- 
self—the plain representations of Scripture, by the 
help of analogy, superseded the force of theory. 

It has been, and I think justly, supposed, that the 
dignity, of the Son of God gave value to the sufferings 
of the cross. And if we consider the Son of God to* 
be what his title imports, a derived Intelligence ot 
Divine origin and dignity, the one by whom God 
created the world; if we consider thi^ self-same In- 
telligence as persondUy and reaUy steering the deaA 
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of the cross, we may perceive sometliiiig, in view of 
which we may well exclaim, "Behold, what mamier 
of lovel" 

But if the sufferings of the cross did not reaUy M 
on that very Son, who had sustained pre-existent 
glory in the "form of God," but on a man who had 
existed less than forty years, who had acted in pub- 
lic character not more than four or five; how small 
the degree of condescension on the part of the sufferer ^ 
. how small the display of the love of God, and of 
what diminished value are the sufferings of the crossi 
In the Assembly's Catechism we are taught, that 
"Christ's humiliation consisted in his being bom, 
and that in a low condition, being made under the 
law ; undergoing the miseries of this life, the wrath 
of God, and the cursed death of the cross; in being 
buried, and continuing under the power of death for 
a time." ♦ 

Yet this same catechism teaches us to believe, that 
Jesus Christ was personally the self-existent God. I 
will then ask, whether there be one particular of 
what is said respecting the humiliation erf Christ, 
which can possibly be trucf Was the self-existent 
God ever bom? Was he ever in a low condition? 
Was he ever made under the law? Did he ever suf- 
fer the wrath of God, or the cursed death of the 
cross? Was God ever buried? — If the self-existent 
God has not passed through such scenes, then the 
Son of God has not, according to your doctrine re- 
specting the Son. Therefore, according to your 
theory, all the abasement, which can be supported 
fells on the Man to which the Son was united : And 
this Man you suppose had no existence until he was 
conceived in the womb of the virgin Mary; of oourae^ 



he had no glory to leave, or lay aside, when he came 
into the world. As he never had been ncA, it was 
impossible for him to become po(>r for our sakes. He 
had no opportunity to say, "Lo, I come to do thy will, 
O God ;" and so far as his humiliation consisted in 
"being bom, and that in a low condition," there was 
nothing voluntary in it ; and it could be no evidence 
of any love or condescension in him. 

To make out your theory of the humiliation and 
abasement of the Son of God, you have to take into 
view two distinct intelligent Beings ; one of which you 
a£5jrm to be the self-existent God, and the other a pro- 
per Man. This God, or Son of God, you find had been 
in a state of pre-existent dignity and glory ; and he, as 
you suppose, was united mysteriously to a Man; this 
Man was bom in low circumstances, endured the mis- 
eries of this life, and suffered death on the cross ; and 
by virtue of his union to the Son of God, he was en- 
abled to bear a vastly greater weight of suffering than 
he could otherwise have endured. 

But, sir, is this all that is intended by God's spaking 
NOT HIS 6wN SoK ? Is this the way in which the Son 
of Qtxi BARE our sins in his OWN body on the tree? 
What, sir, was the real condition of the Son of God, 
the self-existent God, from the birth of the Man Jesus 
tail this Man rose again from the dead? According 
to your theory, the Son of God, during the whole 
of that period, was in a state of infinite glory and feli- 
city, and as incapable of suffering the agonies of death 
as the Father. How then can it be true, that " Though 
a Son, yet learned he obedience by the things which 
HE SUFFERED? As it respccts the real character of 
the SUFFEBINO Saviour, what is your theory better 
than S6ean«liiikn «nt^<3^ in mystery? 



66 OK THE BSAL DIVINITT 

LETTER III. 

KO ABSURDITY IN THE HYPOTHESIS THAT CHBIST IS 

TRULY THE SON OF GOD. 

Rev. Sir, 

What has been exhibited in the preceding Letters, 
it is hoped, will be sufficient to satisfy impartial minds 
that the Scriptures afford abundant evidence that 
Jesus Christ is truly the Son of God. But a contrary 
belief has been so long and so generally prevalent, that 
it may be necessary to say something farther on the 
subject, with a view to show that the natural import 
of the terms the Son of Qod^ or God's own Son^ im- 
plies no contradiction or absurdity. 

That God is a self-existent Being, is acknowledged 
by all Christians ; and I shall freely admit, that it is 
impossible with God to beget or produce a self-exist 
ENT Son. But what have we to do with the mode of 
God's existence, in determining whether it be possible 
with him to produce a Son ? What have we to do 
with the mx)de of Adam's existence, in determining 
whether Seth could be his son ? Eespecting Adam, 
it is said, "The Lord God formed man of the dust of 
the gi'ound, and breathed into his nostrils the breath 
of life, and man became a living soul." And probably 
Adam was a man in size or stature at his first exist- 
ence. Could not Seth be the son of Adam, unless 
the mode of his having existence was the same with 
Adam's ? 

When Adam was in existence, he had a nature by 
which he was distinguifehed from God and from an- 
gels. Such a nature Seth derived from Adam. Self- 
existence may be essential to the Divine nature in 
God, and proper creation might be essential to the 
human nature in Adam. And aa Immcm naUare in 
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Seth miglit be derived jfrom the created nature of 
Adam, why may it not be true that Divine nature in 
the Son was derived from the self-existent nature of 
God? 

We often speak of Divine nature, angelic nature, and 
human nature ; but what do we know of either, ex- 
cepting certain properties, attributes, or qualities? 
Are we not unable to tell what is the radical diflfer- 
ence between an angel and a human soul ? Yet we 
believe there is some radical distinction. So we may 
be unable to ascertain the radical distinction between 
the Divine nature, and human nature, exclusive of the 
different modes of existence. Yet, aside from those 
attributes which simply respect the modes of exist- 
ence, there may be some radical difference between 
those natures. If we suppose this diversity of natures 
to result from the diversity of attributes or qualities 
united, yet there may be some property, attribute, or 
quality, by which one nature is distinguished from 
another, and the distinguishing property of nature 
may be wholly unknown to us. 

Are we not, sir, too ignorant of the nature of GOD, 
to pronounce that there is nothing in his natiire which 
may be properly derived in the existence of an own 
Son ? It may not be necessary that every attribute 
of Deity should be communicable or derivable in 
order that he may have an own Son. Among the 
children of men, it is not necessary to the existence or 
the idea of a son, that he should possess all the attri- 
butes, properties, or qualities of lus father. Nor is it 
necessary that he should possess no other attributes 
but such as were possessed by his father. Among the 
eeventy sons of Gideon, perhaps there were no two 
thatperfeotly resembled each other in their attributes^ 
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properties, or qualities ; and probably no one who * 
was the perfect likeness of his father. So Jesus Christ 
may have truly derived his existence and nature, 
from God, and yet not possess every attribute of tiie 
Father. 

Jesus Christ was the Son of David, according to 
the flesh; yet we believe his body was not produced 
by ordinary generation ; but as Mary was of the seed 
of David, and as the body of Christ was derived from 
her, Christ is called David's Son. Had he not pro- 
perly derived any properties from David, he could not 
with propriety be called the Son of David. And if 
his spirit or soul had not been as properly derived 
from God, as his body was from David, it is difficult 
to see why he should be called the Son of God, or 
God's own and only Son. 

It has been said by a respectable writer, that " it is 
totally inconceivable that a derived, dependent nature, 
should really possess any of tho^ Divine perfections 
which essentially belong to an underived, independ- 
ent, self-existent Being." 

Had the word exclusively been used instead of the 
word ^^ essentially,^^ the observation would have been 
unexceptionable. Self-existence and independence be- 
long to God, not only ^^ essentially,^^ but eocclusively. 
But knowledge, power j and holiness, are essential attri- 
butes in God, and yet knowledge, power, and holiness, 
may be communicated, not only to a derived but to a 
created intelligence. God may, indeed, possess these 
attributes in an unlimited extent, while in other beings 
they may be limited ; but these attributes may be of 
the same nature in men that they are in God. 

That God does communicate Imowledge, power, and 
holinedd, Will, it is believed, bei granted by most Ghrieh 
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tians. Nor may we set any limits to the degree in 
winch they may be communicated, imless we may 
limit the Divine power of communication. 

However, I have no occasion to maintain that 
Christ did, with his existence as a Son, derive any 
attribute of Deity in the extent in which it is possessed 
by God. Had he been personally self-sufficient and 
aU-^ufficientj he would have had no occasion for God's 
giving him the Spirit without measure. He might, 
with his existence, derive so much of the Divine 
nature as to be truly the Son of God ; and yet he 
might be the Almighty, and the Seabcher op 
HEARTS, by the indwelling of the Father, or ihQ full- 
ness of the Godhead, 

When men are renewed in the temper of their 
minds, they are said to be " bom of God," to have the» 
image of GKxl on their hearts ; and on this ground 
they are denominated Sons of God. For that which 
is begotten, or produced, in them, is truly of a Divine 
nature. It is that holiness of heart which is the glory 
of the Divine character. There is nothing more es- 
sential, or more excellent, in God, than holiness ; this 
we see may be derived as the attribute of a dependent 
being. -And this holiness is precisely of the same 
nature in men that it is in God. Its nature is not 
changed by being derived or communicated. As that 
which is born of the flesh is flesh, so that which is 
bom of the spirit is spirit — ^it is of the same holy 
nature as the spirit by which it is produced. 

Will it be denied, that holiness is the excellence of 
all excellences in the Divine existence and character ? 
And if that which is essential to the Divine existence 
may be communicated or produced as the attribute of 
a dependent agent, by what principles of revelatioui 
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or philosophy, can it be affirmed, that it is impossible 
with God to produce an intelligent existence fromUfi 
own nature ? IS God, from his own nature, may yi^ 
duce his moral image^ why may he not produce hi 
natural image f And why may not Jesus Christ be an 
truly the "IMAGE of the invisible God,'* bs^^ 
was the likeness of Adam ? 

Holiness is as self-eocistent in God, as any attribiift 
of the Divine nature ; yet holiness may be produdsJ 
as the attribute of a dependent agent. And if aw 
attribute, which is self-existent in Deity, majheptd 
dticed or derived, as the attribute of a dependent ages^ 
without any change in its nature, what evidence ckl 
we have that other attributes, properties, or quality 
which are self-existent in God, may not be properij 
"derived ? Yea, by what evidence can it be made tc 
appear, that all the radical and essential principles ffl 
properties of intelligent existence, may not have been 
properly derived from the Divine nature in the persoii 
of God's own Son ? 

From the circumstance, that holiness is of the same 
nature in angels and men that it is in God, we mtj 
easily discern that the term self-existence ought not 1^ 
be used as expressive of the nature of Divine attrt 
butes, but only to express the m^ode of their existenda 
And the same may be said of the terms eternity, nfin 
dependence, and infinity. In God, holiness is s^^ 
eodstent, eternal, independent, and infinity. But cotb 
sidered as the attribute of a dependent, created ageiitl^ 
an angel or a man, neither of these epithets can be 
applied. Yet holiness may be of the same nature in 
men, in angels, and in God. Why may not the same 
be true respecting other attributes or quaUties of the 
Divine nature ? 
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Some additional light may possibly be obtained by 
attending to tbe idea of supernatural or superhuman 
powers, with which God, at some times, endued hu- 
man beings. Sampson, at some seasons, was weak 
like another man ; but when the Spirit of the Lord 
eame upon him, he was able to perform prodigies. 
This supernatural strength, it appears, was immediate- 
ly derived from God. Yet while Sampson possessed 
fliis strength, it was truly his strength ; and he was 
no more dependent on God for the strength by which 
he performed the wonderfiil things recorded of him, 
than I am for the strength by which I move my pen. 

The prophets were endued with supernatural fore- 
knowledge, by which they were enabled to unfold the 
volume of futurity, and predict events not only hun- 
dreds but thousands of years before the time in which 
the predictions were to be fulfilled. 

By a baptism of the same Spirit, the apostles were 
instantaneously endued, and enabled to speak in for- 
eign languages which they had never studied. 

These supernatural powers were but occasional pro- 
perties or attributes of the several persons who posses- 
■ed them. But while they were possessed^ they were 
personcU properties or attributes. Those persons were 
truly endued with power fr(ym on high. The prophets 
foresaw as the Spirit gave them foreknowledge ; and 
the apostles spake as the Spirit gave them utterance. 
This Spirit was the Spirit of God ; and when it was 
given in an extraordinary manner, men were enabled 
to do extraordinary things. When men have been 
thus endued, they have possessed extraordinary por- 
tions of Divine sufficiency ; and these portions of suf- 
floiency, it appears, they possessed by a commvmcaiiQn 
of Divine Ju^iees. Nor is there any evidence that God 
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might not, if lie pleased, endue every individual of 
the human race with the strength of Sampson, the 
foreknowledge of Daniel, and the gift of speaking all 
human languages : and these, if he pleased, might be 
continued as permanent attributes of character. 

From what has been exhibited, it is pretty evident, 
that created intelligences may, by the pleasure of God, 
possess holiness, knowledge, and power, which are 
truly of a Divine nature. May we not properly say, that 
Sampson possessed an extraordinary measure of Di- 
vine power, and that the prophets and apostles posses- 
sed an extraordinary measure of Divine knowledge ; i 
and that all holy beings do partake of that attribute 
which is the glory of the Divine nature? / 

If the attributes of holiness, knowledge, and power, | 
may be properly communicated from God to depend- ! 
ent agents, and in such a manner as to become ^?er5on« 
al properties or attributes of these agents, what pro- 
perties of intelligent existence may not be properly 
derived from Deity, as a stream from a fountain^ or as 
a Son from a Father ? 

The communication of these attributes, from a self- 
existent to a derived agent, seems to imply something 
as distinct from these attributes as the Being who is 
the recipient of these communications. But what that 
is which constitutes Being, distinct from such proper- 
ties or attributes, is perhaps beyond the reach of mor- 
tal discernment. I have not, however, made this re- 
mark with a view to d^ny the existence of Being, as 
distinct from all we know of attributes or properties. 
The language we use, and the language of the Bible, 
naturally imply a recipient or receiver of Divine com- 
munications ; and that Being does imply something 
more than all we know of properties, attributeS| or 
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qualities. If any thing be communicated from one 
agent to another, there must be an agent or capacity 
to receive such communications. 

But i^ from his own self-existent nature, or fulness, 
God may commuiiicate the attributes of knowledge, 
power, and holiness, to created intelligence, so that 
they shall possess, in measure, these attributes as de- 
rived ixcdUnces^ what evidence can be found to invali- 
date the hypothesis that the existence of the Son of 
God was properly derived from the Divine nature ? 

Angels and saints are called sons of God ; yet 
Christ is God's own and only Son, the only begot- 
ten of the Father. The primary and radical distinc- 
tion may possibly be this: angels and saints, as created 
intelligences, may derive from the Divine nature some 
aUributes or properties : while God's OWN Son may de- 
rive not only some attributes, but his very Being or 
Existence from the Divine nature. Some may ima- 
gine, that I have labored hard, in this investigation, 
to support a self-invented theory. But this is not the 
case ; I have been laboring to support the primitive 
Christian Jiiith, that Jesus Christ is truly the Son 
OP God, God's own and only Son ! and to rescue 
the plain, abundant, and emphatical language, of 
Scripture, from the strong prepossession of my fellow 
Christians. 

Dr. Spring says, " The Scriptures were inspired, to 
instruct common readers, by using words according 
to their common acceptation, and not to confound 
them by an abuse of language."* 

Had the principle advanced in this excellent remark 
been understood and dxdy regarded, I should havQ 

4 
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had no occasion for a labored discussion to prove 
that Jesus Christ is truly the Son of God. But the 
plain meaning of the terms has been so involved in 
the hhyrinth of controversy ^ and the mists of preposses, 
sion, that it has required some fortitude to assert and 
some lahor to prove^ that the concurrent testimony of 
God, of Chbist, and the apostles, is to be regarded 
as a correct expression of the truth. Yea, I have been 
laboring to prove, that these witnesses used " words 
according to their common acceptation," and that 
they did not mean " to confound us by an abuse of lan^ 
git^geJ^ 

Had the plain and natural import of language been 
heretofore duly regarded, an attempt to prove that 
Christ is truly the Son of God, would have been as 
needless, as an attempt to prove that Isaac was truly 
the son of Abraham. 

POSTSCRIPT. 

There are some who predicate the Sonship of 
Christ simply on the ground stated by the angel to 
Mary, " The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the 
power of the Highest shall overshadow thee :• there- 
fore that holy thing which shall be bom of thee, shall 
be called the Son of God." 

That this text contains a reason why Christ, in his 
incarnate state, should be called the Son of God, I 
will not deny ; and if I were in the habit of believing 
that the soul or spirit of Christ had no pre-existenoe, I 
should readily admit this as the primary ground on 
which he is called the Son of God. But even on such 
an hypothesis, nothing could be made to appear 
against the supposition that his existence was truly cfe- 
rived from God, in a sense by which he is distinguish- 



' AKB GLOBT OF GHBIfiT. 75 

ed fix)m every other inteUigent being. But I as ftdly 
believe that the Son of God, as an intelligent Being, 
existed before the world, as I believe that he now 

Some will probably object, that it is unaccountable 
and inconceivable how God should have a Son. But, 
you, sir, I trust, will not make the incomprehensible- 
ness of the mode of Divine operation an objection to 
the theory. For this hypothesis is far more consist- 
ent with all we do knovm^ that the supposition of 
THBSE infinite Persons in one intelligent Being. 
The hypothesis which I have proposed contradicts 
nothing which we know of Peeson, of Being, or of 
God. It is doubtless repugnant to what 5ome wen 
have thought; but it' may be presumed that it is not 
repugnant to what is knoum by any man. Nor does 
the hypothesis imply any thing more inconceivable, 
unacountable, or incomprehensible, than what is im- 
plied in the existence of every other intelligent being 
in the universe. How God exists without any cause, 
and ?iow he could give existence to angels, or to men, 
are as perfectly inconceivable to us, as how he could 
give existence to an OWN Son. And I may ask the 
objector, whether it be more inconceivable to us how 
God could have an own Son, than it is to conceive 
how or why such a thing should be impossible with 
Him ? K we are to draw our conclusions firom all we 
know of Qrod by his u)orks and by his wxwd, we have 
surely as much ground to say that such a thing iapoa" 
as we have to say it is impossible. 
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LETTER IV. 

THK DIVINE DIGNITY OF THB SON OF GOD. 

Rev. Sir. 

Whateyer may be the apprehensions of otben, 
respecting my attempt to prove that Jesus Christ is 
truly the Son of God, you may be assured, sir, tiiat 
it has been no part of my object to degrade his ohar* 
acter. If it did not seem a "light thing" to David 
to be a " king's san-m-law^^^ it surely ought not to 
be viewed by us degrading to Christ, to consider him 
as God's own and only Son. — ^And I shall now at- 
tempt to show, 

That the Son. cf Ood is trubf a Person of Divim 
Dignity. 

No principle, perhaps, has been more univearsallj 
admitted, than this, that a son derives dignity from 
illustrious parentage. 

The Jews, to whom Christ made his appearance in 
the flesh, were all acquainted with this principle ; and 
though many generations had intervened, they still 
gloried in the idea that they were the descendants <tf 
the illustrious patriarch Abraham. 

There is, perhaps, no nation, whether barbarous, 
civilized or christianized, in which the principle is 
not admitted. The sons of emperors, kings, and no- 
blemen, are considered as deriving dignity from tbeir 
respective £Eithers. And the derived dignity of each 
is according to the acknowledged dignity of his ^Uher. 
— But more especially is ihefirsUbom or only son oi a 
king or emperor, considered as deriving royal or im- 
perial dignity by royal or imperial descent. It is 
indeed true, that a son of the most renowned and 
worthy king may, by vicious or disobedient o(mduct| 
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forfeit his derived dignity, and subject himself to the 
displeasure of his fether, and to general infamy ; but 
this fonns no ground of objection im the principle of 
derived dignity. And on the same principle that a 
worthy son of a worthy king derives roj/al dignity, 
the Son of God derives Divine dignity. And on the 
same principle that the most worthy son of the most 
renowned king derives higher dignity than the son of 
a oommon peasant^ the derived dignity of the Son of 
Chd will appear to be infinite. For his Father is in- 
finitely illustrious. This must certainly be the case, 
unless the Son has done something by wjiich he has 
forfeited his claim. But that he has not, we have the 
highest ground of assurance ; twice by an audible 
voice from heaven, God has proclaimed his perfect 
satisfaction in his Son, by saying, " This is my beloved 
Son, in whom lam iveU pleased,^^ And we have still 
fiuiher assurance of the same thing, by the high and 
important offices with which God has invested his 
BELOVED Son. 

It has sometimes been the case in earthly govern- 
ments, that a king's son, who was well beloved of the 
fiither, has been admitted, during the father's life, to 
a joint participation in the government, and invested 
by the father with kingly authority. Such was the 
case with Solomon, the son of David. Solomon de- 
rived hia authority fi:om David, *and by the pleasure 
of David he was crowned king ; but Solomon was as 
truly the king of Israel as though he had possessed 
the same authority by self-existence. 

If it be true, that God has an ovm and only Son, in 
whom he is well pleased, it would be natural to expect 
that he would delight to honor him in the highest pos 
able manner. 



3? ov 98^ Jf^JA jxsmniBT 

Moreover, any wise and beneyplent long, hmg 
about to invest his son Vith kinglj authority, wo:ald, 
were it in his power, endue his son with ^very qmkli- 
fication or attribute which would be requisite to the 
most perfect and honorable ezeciition of th^ ,<^Sce 
which he was to sustain. And such we jpaj ^uppgse 
would be .the pleasure of God respecting l^ia Son. 
Nor may we suppose ^y insufficiency in God, in re- 
spect to communicating of his own ififinite ^olnep^ to 
lie Son, in whom he is ever well pleased. 

Let us now examine the sacred oracles, to s^ 
whether these reasonable expectations are justi4!pd by 
revealed facts. 

In respect to communicate^ fulness or suffici^Py, 
we have the following declarations : " He whom God 
hath sent, speaketh thp words of God ; for Go^ giveih 
not the Spirit by measure unto him." John iii 34. 

" For it pleased the Father, that in hi|n all fitness 
should dwell." Col. i. 49. 

" In him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godheaij 
bodily." Col. ii.9. 

Such then has been the pleasure of God in respect 
to enduing his Son with Divinity sufficiency. If by a 
portion or measure of the Divine Spirit, the appi^tles 
were instantaneously endued to speak a number of 
languages which they had never learned, what may 
not the Son of God be able to do, who has the Spirit 
without measure ? And if it hath pleased the Father 
that all fulness should dwell in his Son, njre can with 
no more propriety set bounds to the sufficiency of 
Christ, than to ike fulness of the Godhead. 

Thus we find one pf the reasonable expectations 
justified by plain and positive declarations of Scrip* 
ture. 
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We haye next to show, that God has manifested a 
disposition to honor his Son in the highest {k)ssible 
manner. 

As the first token of this disposition in God, we 
may notice that God constituted his Son the Creator 
of the world. In this great and astonishing work, a 
surprising display was made of the power, the wis- 
dom, and the goodness of God. But in this work, it 
appears that the Son was honored as the constituted 
Creator; for we are expressly told, that God ^^ created 
all things By Jesus Chbist." Eph. iii. 9. 

The work of creation is sometimes expressly attri- 
buted to God, and sometimes as expressly attributed 
to the Word or Son of God : and from these repre- 
sentations many have argued that the Son and God 
are the same 3eing. But it is thought that this con- 
clusion has been too hastily adopted. For if God 
created all things BY Jesus Christ, the work of crea 
tion may, with great propriety, be attributed to eithei 
the Father or the Son ; and yet they may be two dis- 
tinct intelligent Beings. God spake by the prophets; 
and what the prophets said, may, with propriety, be 
attributed to either Ood or \h& prophets ; but it will 
not hence follow that God and the prophets are but 
one and the same intelligent Being. As the prophets 
were constituted mediums and agents in foretelling 
events, so Christ was the constituted Creator of all 
things in heaven and earth. 

In the next place, we may observe, that the Son was 
constituted the angel of Cod's presence^ or the medium 
by which God appealed or manifested himself to the 
ancient patriarchs. 

We have many accounts of God's apj earing to 
Abraham, to Isaacs^ to Jacob^ and to Moses; and see^ 
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ing these visible manifestations, is sereral times le- 
presented as seeing God. Yet the matter is so 
explained in the New Testament, as to give ns rea- 
son to suppose that these visible manifestations of 
God's presence were made in the Person of the Son 
of God. For it is said, '' No man hath seen GKxl at 
any time ; the only bbck>ttbn Sosr, who is in the 
bosom of the Father, he hath declared him," or mani'^ 
fested him. The Son, in those appearances, was usu- 
ally denominated the angel of the Lord.* And when 
this angel was employed by God, as the conductor 
and guardian of the people of Israel in their journey 
from Egypt to Canaan, God gave this solemn caution 
to the people, " Beware of him, and obey his voice ; 
provoke him not : for he will not pardon your trans- 
gression ; for MY NAME is in him." By name here 
may be imderstood, dignity, falnessy and aviharity. 
And as God thus dwelt in the Son, and manifested 
his dignity, fulness, and authority, through the Son, 
Isaiah denominates the Son the Angel of Gt>d's pre- 
sence — " And the angel of his presence saved them." 
Accordingly, those visible manifestations are some- 
times represented as the appearance of God, and some- 
times as the appearance of the angel of the Lord, or 
the angel of God : And what was spoken on those 
occasions is sometimes represented as spoken by God, 
and sometimes as spoken by the angel ; just as the 
work of creation is sometimes attributed to God, and 
sometimes to the Son of God. And as God mani- 
fested himself thus in the person of his Son, so the 
patriarchs considered God as present in those visible 
manifestations. 

* I feel «88 confident iliat Christ was the angel of Gkxl than I 
did when I -wrote these Letters. Bat I have not seen satiifutflrr 
Ibr rdinqmslnBg tiM MMiiMiit March, 1811 
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I am not^ sir, alone, nor an original, in considering 
the Son of God as the Medium of Divine manifesta- 
tions. Athanasian writers have done the same. But 
is it not a manifest impropriety to consider a Being 
as the Medium of his own manifestations ? If Christ 
be truly the Son of God, he may be truly the Mk- 
DIUH through which God manifests himself; and may 
thus be in the ^^form of Ood^ But if he be person- 
ally the self-existent God, he can, with no propriety, 
be considered as the Medium of Divine manifesta- 
tions. 

Although God had, in various ways, manifested his 
Jove to his Son prior to the incarnation, yet such was 
his love to mankind, and so important was our sal- 
vation in the view of God, that he was disposed to 
give his only begotten Son as a sacrifice for our 
redemption. And although the Son of God had been 
highly honored and exalted by his Father, and had 
often appeared in the ^^form of Ood^^ to transact affairs 
of high importance, yet such was the benevolence and 
condescension of this Son, that he freely concurred in 
the Father's proposal for the redemption of man, an<J 
said, "Lo, I come to do thy will, God." But to 
accomplish this great pTirpose, the Son must lay aside 
the ^^>rm of God, and take on himself the ^brm of a ser- 
vant — ^he must become incarnate, be imited to a hu- 
man body, and be the " JSon of David according to the 
fleshJ'^ TTius he who was rich, for our sakes became 
poor, that we, through his poverty, might be made 
rich. And being found in fashion as a man, he hum- 
bled himself and became obedient unto death. 

But such voluntary and deep abasement in the Son, 
was nQt to pass unnoticed nor unrewarded by the 
Father. And we have the most plain and unequivo- 
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oal testimony, that God did honor his Son by amxA- 
tuting him a Pbince and a Sayiour, the Lord of 
ALL, and the Supreme Judge of the quick and the 
dead. I 

That it is as the fruit of the Father's love to the < 
Son, and on the groimd of a constituted character, that \ 
Christ bears those and other Divine names and titles, 
I shall endeavor clearly to prove. 

John the Baptist, in his testimony concerning the 
Son, not only said, " God giveth not the Spirit by 
measure unto him ;" but added, "the Father lovelh 
the Son, and hath given cdl things into his hand.*'— 
John iii. 85. 

When the Son was about to leave his disciples and 
ascend into heaven, he proclaimed in their ears, " All 
power is given unto me in heaven and earth." — ^Matt. 
xxviii. 18. 

Peter, in his impressive sermon on the day of Pen- 
tecost, having stated many things from the scriptures, 
to prove that Jesus was the Christ, addressed the au- 
dience in these words, " Therefore let all the house of 
Israel know assuredly, that God hath made that same 
Jesus, whom ye have crucified, both Lord and 
Christ." — ^Acts ii. 86. 

In the same sermon, Peter also said, " This Jesus 
hath God raised up, whereof we are witnesses. There- 
fore being by the right hand of God exalted, and having 
received of the Father the promise of the Holy Ghost, 
he hath shed forth this which ye now see and hear." 
—Acts ii. 82, 88. 

In another address, Peter said, " The God of Abra- 
ham, and of Isaac, and of Jacob, the God of our 

Others, HATH GLORIFIED HIS SON JeSUS." — ^ActS ill. 

18. 
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And again '' the God of our £a,thers raised up Jesus, 
whom ye slew and hanged on a tree: Him hath God 

XXALTED with his OWN BIGHT HAND, tO be a PbINCS 

and a Saviour, to give repentance unto Israel, and 
forgiveness of sins," — Acts v. 30, 31. 

The same views of the constituted chabacteb 
of the Son as Lobd of all, are, if possible, more 
forcibly expressed by Saint PauL 

Speaking of the astonishing displays of the grace 
and power of God, he says, "which he wrought in 
Christ, when he raised him fiom the dead and set 
him at his own right hand in the heavenly places, far 
above all principality, and power, and might, and 
dominion^ and every name which is named, not only 
in this world, but also in that which is to come : And 
hath put ali ihings under his Jket^ and gave him to be 
the Head over all things to the church." — Eph. i 
20—22. 

The same apostle, having in a most striking man 
ner represented the astonishing condescension and 
deep abasement of Christ, proceeds to state the re- 
ward given to him by God — " Wherefore God also 
hath highly exalted him, and given him a name 
which is above every name, that at the name of Jesus 
every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and 
things in earth, and things under the earth ; and that 
every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is 
Lobd, to the glory of God the Father."— Phil. ii. 9 
—11. 

To imprejudiced minds, the passages of Scripture, 
already adduced, may be sufficient to prove, that it is 
by the oift and pleasube of God, that his Son sus- 
tains the offices and bears the Divine names of Sav- 
lOUB and Lobd. Muchmoreofthe same import 
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be produced ; but those who can resist, evade, or' set 
aside such plain and unambiguous testimony as has 
been already exhibited^ might do so by a yolume of 
the same kind. 

I have yet, however, distinctly to show, that God 
has CONSTITUTED his Son the Supbehe Judge of the 
quick and dead. In proof of the point now before 
us, we may begin with the testimony of Christ him- 
self As he is the faithful and true witness, and w^eU 
acquainted with his own character, much reliance maj 
be placed on his testimony. 

It wUl be needless here to introduce the niimerous 
declarations which Christ made of his authority as 
the Judge of the world. All we have to do i3 to sJiow 
how he came by this authority ; whether he possesses 
it as the self-existent God, or whether he hath been 
invested with this authority by the Father. 

When Christ had healed the impotent man, the 
Jews accused him of profaning the Sabbath day. In 
reply to their accusation, Jesus said, '^ my Father 
worketh hitherto, and I work." His calling God his 
Father, the Jews considered as blasphemy, and sought 
the more to kill him. It appears probable, that the 
Jews well imderstood the principle of derived dignity, 
and that they understood Christ as claiming divine 
DIGNITY by professing to be the Son of Grod.* They 
evidently understood him, as calling God his Father, 
in the peculiar and proper sense. For while they 
gloried in having " one Father, even God," they con- 

* In Uie common translation of John y. 18, we read, ** bat said Gkxl 
vnm his Father.** Dr. Macknight says it ou^t to be " hh proper 
Father." Dr. Hopkins says "hU own proper Father." Dr. Campodl 
translates the whole yerse thus, ** For this reason the Jews ware the 
more intent to kill hfan,beeaxiBe hie had not only broken the ^abhatfa, hid 
y^ewX^QodpieuKm'lfhm Father had^tfji^ 
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flidered Christ as guilty of bla^hemy in claiming the 
title of ihe SoN of God. 

In reply to their accusations, Christ gave them a. 
more fall account of his character and dignity, and 
said, " Verily, verily, I say unto you, the Son can do 
nothing of himself, but what he seeth the Father do : 
for what things soever he doeth, these also doeth the 
Son likewise. For the Father loveth the Son, and 
sheweth Mm all things that himself doeth : and he will 
shew him greater works than these, that ye may mar- 
vel. For as the Father raiseth up the dead, and 
qnickeneth them, even so the Son quickeneth whom 
he will. For the Father judgeth no man, but hath 

C03aCITTED ALL JUDGMENT UNTO THE SON, that all 

men should honor the Son, even as they honor the 
Father."— John v. 

If God hath committed all juc^ent nnto the Son, 
then he has gonstitutsd the Son as Judge. But 
Christ gives a forther account—" Verily, verily, I say 
xmtb you, the hour is coming, and now is, when the 
dead shall hear the voice of the Son of God : and 
they that hear shall live. For as the Father hath 
life in himseli^ so hath he given to the Son to have 
life in HIMSELF : and hath given him authority to 
execute judgment, because he is the Son of man.— ^I 
can ofmineownself do nothing: As I hear, I judge^ 
and my judgment is just, because I seek not mine 
own ¥^, but the will of the Father, which hath sent 
me." 

To those who place fiill confidence in Christ as a 
feithftd and true witness, his testimony may be suffi- 
cient. But for the conviction of those who may think 
that tWo or three witnesses are needM in-the present 
cafle, we may add the testimonies of Peter and FauL 
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Peter, in Iiis sermon at the honse of Comeliiu, tltar 
stating that he and others did eat and drink inSb 
Christ after his resurrection, said, ''and he command 
ed us to preach unto the people, and to testify that it 
is HE which is obdaiked of God to be the Judge o 
the quick and the dead." 

Paul, in his discourse to the people of Athens, said, 
" and the times of this ignorance God winked at, but 
now commandeth all men everywhere to repent: 
Because he hath appointeda day in which he will judge 
the world in righteousness, by that Mak whom he 
hath OBDAINED, whereof he hath given assurance 
unto all men, in that he hath raised him &om the 
dead." 

Isee no rational way in which these testimonies 
can be invalidated, without impeaching the charac- 
ters of the witnesses. 

An earthly sovereign, whose will is the law of the 
empire, can, at pleasure, advance an otvn and only 
Son to any rank or office, which does not involve a 
contradiction. 

The fiither cannot cause his son to rank with him- 
self as to age^ nor can he render the son independent 
of himself in respect to eodstence, dignity^ or offi4X, 
But it is in the power of a kiog or emperor to confer 
on his son any office in the army, &om an ensign to 
that of commander in chief He may also, at pleas- 
ure, make his son the governor of a province, chief 
judge, or sole judge in the highest court of justice, or 
viceroy of half the empire, or even a copartner with 
himself on the throne ; and in testimony of the high 
esteem he has for his son, he may place him at his 
own right hand. 

Such a course of conduct in an earthly sovereign 
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towards an only son may indeed be the result of ca- 
price or partiality; but it may also be the result of 
consummate wisdom and benevolence. For the good 
of the empire may be in the best manner promoted 
by such measures. 

As an earthly sovereign may advance his son to 
any office he pleases, so he may confer on him what- 
ever title of dignity he may think proper. He may 
dignify his son with the title of lord, or arch-chancel- 
lor of the empire, lord chief justice, prince of peace, 
president of the princes, or he may confer on him his 
own royal or imperial title, as king or emperor. And 
in respect to several relations, he may at the same 
time have various tiUea of dignity. 

These observations present to our view something 
analogous to the representations given in Scripture in 
regard to God's conduct in dignifying his only and 
well-beloved Son. The titles Lord, Saviour, and 
Judge, are titles which properly belong to God. 
But God had a right to confer the same titles on his 
beloved Son, and to invest him with the authority and 
sufficiency imported by these titles. And if we may 
safely rely on the testimony of Christ and his apostles 
as prooj^ God has actually thus dignified his Son. — 
He hath " exalted him to be a Prince and a Sav- 
iour"— " MADE him to be both Lord and Christ" — 
** GIVEN him all power in heaven and earth " — " or- 
dained him to be the Judge of the quick and the 
dead " — " committed all judgment unto the Son, and 
GIVEN him a name which is above every name." And 
the Scriptures afford no more evidence that Solomon 
sat on the throne of Israel, by the appointment and 
pleasure of David, than they do that the Son of God 
gits on the throne of the universe by the appoint 
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ment and pleasure of Ood his Father. There aje 
other titles that belong to Ood, which by his pleasnie 
are given to his Son. 

God ofken styles himself the Holy Onb, or the Ho- 
ly One of Israel. The title of Holy One is also given 
to the Son. But the Son is plainly distinguished 
from the self-existent Holy One, by being represented 
as God's Holy One, or the " Holy One of God." To 
the truth, in this case, Satan himself was constrained 
to bear witness. "I know thee who thou art, the 
Holy One of God." The words of David, quoted by 
Peter, are to the same purpose — " Neither wilt thou 
suffer thine HoLY One to see corruption." 

The name Jehovah, which is often translated Lord 
in the Old Testament, is a name which bdongs to God; 
but by the pleasure of God this name with some ad- 
dition is given to the Son. '' Behold the days come, 
saith the Lord, that I will raise unto David a right- 
eous Branch; and a King shall reign and prosper, 
and shall execute judgment and justice in the earth. 
In his days Judah shall be saved and Israel shall 
dwell safely ; and this is the name whereby he shall 
be called, The Lord [or Jehovah] our rightsous- 

NESS." 

That the Messiah, the Son of God, in his incarnate 
state, is intended in this prophecy, there can be no 
reasonable doubt. And that it is on the ground of a 
CONSTITUTED CHARACTER, and by the pleasure of God 
his father, that he bears the name Jehovah our 
Righteousness, is sufficiently plain from the passage, 
quoted. It is God himself who gives the information, 
in the text; and this one God tells us of a person oi; 
character which he would raise up^ and the nwifd byy 
which this Son should be called. 
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The name Jehoyah being given to the San, is oon- 
gideied by Mr. Jones as evidence that the Son is 
personally the self-ezistent God. But had he com- 
pared one of his own remarks with the words of an 
apostle, he might have seen his own mistake. Mr. 
Jones suggests, that the name Lobd, in the New Tes* 
tament> which is given to Christ, is of the same im- 
port as Jehovah in the Old Testament. The apostle 
Peter says, " Let all the house of Israel hnow assureotli/, 
that Ood hath kade that same Jesus, whom ye have 
crucified, both Lard and Christ. I^ then, Mr. Jones 
be correct in affirming that Lord and Jehovah are 
terms of the same import, and the aposUe be correct 
in the text just quoted; am I not authorized to say 
that €k>d hath made^ or constituted, his Son Jehovah 
our righteousness f* 

On similar ground, and by the same Divine plea- 
sure, the Son had his name called Emmanuel — Won- 
derful, Counsellor, the Mighty God, the everlasting 

* Jehovah <mr RigkUoume$9. JBrnmamtel. Thai these ngnificMit 
nemea, m applied to the Mtwrnah, are no proof that he was toe living 
God ma^ appear iWim the foUowing eoDsiaeratloDiy yiz. 

1. " JraoTAH ova Bi OH rao wM aa** is not ooIt applied to the Jfea- 
dakf but bj the same prophet it is applied to the ekureh or to Jvdah 
and JenuaUm — ** Tliis is the name by which She shall be called the 
Lord (Jehorah) our Big^rteoasnesB.'' Jer. zriil 16. 

2. Tlie name'' Emm^iitxl'' is used three times in the Bible. Isa.Tii. 
14^ it is applied to the son of the prophetess, probably as a type of 
CbntL Hkt L 28, it is apfOied to Christy as the aii^t^m. Botinlsa. 
liiL 8, it is uyplied to the peo|^ of Jndah, ** Thj land, O EnunanneL'' 
Id an the inwances the wonl implied that Ood wa$ with that people hy 
peetdiair fai9or. Bat soch significant names determine nothing m re- 
^Mct to Uie dignity of the persons or the people, to whom uey are 
apl^ed The name hhrnael signifies " Ood who hears,** jost as the 
muodJBBmummamffu&BB ''Ood with u$r But we do not mfer that 
Hagar's snn was the prayer hearing Ood, because the aogel reqoired 
ber to * can his name Mmael." u it would be impr<^>er to infer that 
Hafar'a sod waa a person in Deitj, it is eqnaUy improper to infer tina 
of Sie Messiah, en the gvoiBid of faii nama £ tmm a n M t i, or Motm h om 
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Father, and the Prince of Peace. On the yeiy &oe 11 
of the prophecies, in which these names are hron^t i 
into view, it is clearly intimated, that it is by the i 
pleasure of God that the Son bears these titles. The | 
Son is manifestly the subject of the predictions, aiti 
God the author. And Gt)d says re:q)ecting his So% 
'^ His narm shall he called Emmannel-r-Hifl. ruime shaU 
be called WoNDEKPUL," &c. 

That it is by inheritance as a Son, and by the 
pleasure of the Father, that Christ bears the name 
God, is plainly revealed in the first chapter of th^ 
epistle to the Hebrews. As the chapter was evidently 
designed to give us a correct and exalted view of the 
Son of God, and the ground on which he possesse* 
such an exalted character, and such divine titles, P 
shall quote nine verses : 

" God, who at sundry times and in divers manners, 
spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, 
hath in these last days spoken imto us by his: SoK^ 
whom he hath appointed heir of all things, by whom 
also he made the worlds ; who being the brightness 
of his glory, and the express image of his person, and 
upholding all things by the word of his power, when 
he had by himself purged our sins, sat down on the 
right hand of the Majesty on high ; being made so 
much better than the angels, as he hath by inherit- 
ance obtained a more excellent name than they." 

Before I proceed &rther in the quotations^ I may 
make a few remarks. 

1. God in this passage is evidently spoken of as one 
distinct Person or intelligent Being, accordingly the 
pronouns for God are he, his, him, 

2. The Son of God is spoken of as a Person or Ber- 
ing, as distinct &om God as any Son is dif^tamtfe &Ha 
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hiB &ther; and as distinct from God as are prophets 
or angelsL .... God spake by ike prophets, .... so God 
wpskQbykis Son. 

8. As a son is the image of liis father, so the Son 
<rfGod is represented as the express image of the Per* 
son of God. 

4. The Son is hear dTall things by the appointm&ni 
of God. 

6. The Son is so distinct from God, that he can sit 
I on God's right hand. 

b & By being truly the Son of God, and by inhebi- 
V TAKGJB, Christ hath a better name than the angels. . . .. 
B Being made so much better than the angels^ as he 
I hath by inheritance a more excellent name than 
they. . . . Being truly God's OWN Son, he inherits 
his Father's Dignity. 

Li proof that the Son hath a more excellent name 
than the angels, the apostle proceeds to state from the 
Old Testament what had been said respecting the Son, 
and what had been said respecting the angels : — 

'^ For unto which of the angels said he at any time, 
Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee? 
And again, I will be to him a Father, and he shall be 
to me a Son. — ^And again, when he bringeth in the 
first begotten into the world, he saith, And let all the 
angels of God worship him. And of the angels he 
saith. Who maketh his angels spirits, imd his minift*. 
ters aflame of Are. But unto the Son he saith, Thy 
thrcme, O God^ is forever and ever ; a sceptre ofi 
ri^iteousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom. Thou 
hast loved righteousness, and hated iniquity ; there 
fore Oodj even thy God, hath anointed thee with the 
oil of gladness, above thy fellows." 

Here we find the wme which the Son of God hag 



92 OK THE BEAT DIVtNITT 

• - • . « . 

by IKHEBITANCE, wUcli is better than the name giYOii 
to angels.^ The self-existent God has been pleased 
to dignify his ovm and <mly Son with his own divine 
name. And we find also a reason assigned for this 
Divine honor: — " Thou hast loved righteousness and 
hated iniquity ; therefore God, even thy God, hatk 
anointed THEE with the oil of gladness above thy M* 
loVs." 

If we consider Christ as truly the Son of Gtod, in 
the sense which has been explained, and by inherii- 
ance and the pleasure of the Father possessing Divine 
dignity and Divine titles, the whole passage appears 
perfectly natural. But if we consider the Son as p»- 
sonally the self-existent and independent God, most 
serious difficulties immediately arise. . . . Why is he 
called God's Son? Why is he uniformly spoken of 
in contradistinction to the self-existent God? Why is 
he spoken of as having a God who hath anointed hin 
with the oil of gladness above his fellows ? What God 
could thus anoint the self-existent God? 

The passage under consideration is not the only one 
in which the name God is applied to the Son. Nat is 
this the only passage in which the Son of God is re- 
presented as having a God as well as a Father. Christ 
said to his disciples, "I go to my Father and to your 
Father, to my God and to your God" ' And in. the 
epistles we several times read of " the Ghd and Father 
of our Lord Jesus Christ^ — and " the God of our 
Lord Jesus OhrisU" As Solomon, after he was crown- ) 
ed, had a father and a hing, so Christ, on the throne 
of the universe, had a Father and a God. If Christ 

li 

^ On fiirther consideratioiL it is belieyed, that tbe ** name" whick \i 
Christ has by *< inheritaneeT ut Son, But still tibtt name Ood be poi. I; 
iMMl^tliepUain]i«ofliia<'G<idaoaFsaMi>.* 'I 
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aad beea the self-exigtent God, it would have been 
just as proper to speak of the God of the Father, as 
the Ood of the Son. But if he be truly the Son of 
Godj and as such sustains Divine offices and bears Di- 
vine titles, then no difficulty results from his being 
called LoBX), Saviour, or even God. For these titles, 
as borne by the Son, do not import personal self-ex- 
istence, but what he is as the Son of Ood, and by the 
pleasure of his Father; 

After Solomon had been anointed king by order of 
David, Jonathan reported the matter to Adonijah, and 
said, '' Verily our Lord, king David, hath made Solo- 
mon king." And it is not improbable that this event 
was typical of the conduct of God, in armniing aQd 
exaUing his Son.. And as truly as David cdutifyUed 
his son Solomon to be king, so truly hath our heaven- 
ly Father constittikd his Son to be Saviour, Lnrd, and 
Qod, He haUi invested him with Divine fulness and 
Divine authority, and conferred on him his own 
Divine names and titles. K the Son of God did not 
possess a fulness adequate to his authority, we might 
view the Divine names, as applied to him, as high, 
sounding and empty titles ; but while we are assured 
that all power^ or autJ^ority, is given unto him in 
heaven and earth, we are also assured that '* it hath 
pleased the Father that in him all fdlness should; 
dwell f and that "in him dwelleth all the fulness of 
the Gtxlhead bodily.'' 

When, Uierefore^ I speak of the Son as called Sor 
vtour. Lord and Ood, on the ground of a constituted 
(haracieT, I wish to be imderstood as implying not 
merely offidod ckarackr, but such a perfect union oi 
tbe Son with tiie Father, that in him properly dwellj^: 
die ixcfinite fdlneaa and all-sufficieincy of God, so that 
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in respect to fulness as well as authority he is one 
with the Father. 

We must suppose, that God is the best judge of the 
ground on wHch he styled his Son God. And we 
know, from the scriptures, that arwinting with otZwas 
an appointed ceremony of induction to office. Thus 
prophets, priests, and kings, were inaugurated by the 
command of God. The oil was an instituted type or 
emblem of the Spirit ; and these ancient inauguratioDS 
were probably typical of the inauguration of Christ as 
the promised Messiah ; on which occasion the Holy 
Spirit^ which had been typified by the holy oil, de- 
scended and abode upon him. And in the address of 
the Father to the Son, in which the Son is called God, 
the ceremony of anointing is distinctly brought into 
view, to shew that it is on the ground of a conslitukd 
tharacter that the Son is called God — "Therefore 
God, even thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of 
gladness above thy fellows." 

John the Baptist, in his testimony concerning die 
Son of God, says, " He whom God hath sent, speak- 
eth the words of God ;" and gives this as the reason 
why the words that he speaketh are the words of God, 
" For Ood giveih not the SPIBIT hy measure unio him," 
And Peter, in his discourse at the house of Cornelius, 
mentions " How God anointed Jesus of Nazareth 
with the Holy Okost and with power; by which we 
may understand,. that in this anointing, the Son was 
endued with Divine Julness, and invested with Ditnm \ 
authority, I 

In expressing Divine commands, in foretelling i 
events, and in performing miracles, the Son of God (i 
adopted a style of speaking, very different fi*<Hn thai jb 
of the prophets. He did not pre&ce what he uttered ' 
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with "Thus saith the Lord ;" but nis usual style was, 
" I say unto you " — " I will, be thou clean," &c. On 
this ground, an argument has often been formed, in 

* proof of the hypothesis that Christ was personally the 

* independent God. In reference to this argument, I 
'^ would ask, 

" 1. Was it not to be expected that God's ovm Son 

' would adopt a style corresponding with his dignity as 

the Shn of Ood f Would you not expect that a king's 

son should adopt a style in speaking, different jfrom an 

ordinary ambassador? — ^But, 

2. I would ask, whether justice has been done in 

urging the above argument ? It is indeed a truth, that 

Christ spake in a style different from the prophets ; 

•• but it is also true, that no prophet was ever more par- 

' ticular and careful than Christ was, to let it be known 

* that he came not in his ovm name, but in the name of 
'^' Qt)d the Father ; that the words which he spake, he 

spake not of himself; and that the Father in him did 

* the work. How often did he declare, in the most im- 
^ equivocal manner, to this effect, " I came down from 
' heaven, not to do mine own will, but the will of the 
. Father that sent me." — " I proceeded forth and came 
^ &t>m God ; neither came I of myself, but he sent me." 
6 — " The words that I speak, I speak not of myself." 
' If John has given us a true account, Christ distinct- 

* ly mentioned his being sent of the Father, nearly forty 

* limes. How, sir, has it come to pass, that these ideas 

* have been so much kept out of view in urging the ar- 
gument from Christ's peculiar style of speaking? I 

»* would by no means suggest a suspicion of dishonesty; 
^ but is there not evidence of a strong prepossession, by 
^^ whioh good men have been led to overlook some things 
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which are of weight, and to fonn their aargometiti 
without due consideration? 
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LETTER V. 

HOW THE SON OF GOD BECAME THE SON OF MAN 

Rev. Sm, 

According to your theory, the Son of Ood became 
lAieSonof Man ''by taking to himself a true body and 
a reasonable soul," or a proper Man. It is my object 
to prove, that the Son of GWbecamte the Son of Man 
by becoming himself the soul of a human body. j 

It has been supposed, Ihat the Son of God oouM I 
not, with any propriety, be called a man on the hy- I 
pothesis I have stated. But could he not with much 
more propriety be called a man, if he became thesovJ 
of Khuman body, thanon the hypothesis that he became 
imited to a proper human soul and body or a proper 
man ? 1£ the Son of God became united to a proper [r 
man, the Son and the rrum were two distinct intelli- h 
gences, and the union would be properly a union rf !• 
two persons. | ^ 

Besides, you say that this union ^loes not imply j 4 
that the divine nature became human nahtrcj nor that 
the hum£Ln nature became divine ruiturey nor that these 
two natures were mixed or blended. These positions, 
if I mistake not, are precisely of the same import as 
the following — ^The Son of God did not become man^ \ 
nor did the m^an become the Son of Ood, nor were the i 
Son of Ghd and the man mixed or blended. For so I 
&r as I can discern any meaning to your language, | 
the Son of God is the same as the divme natuart of /t 
Christ, and the man the same as the human nature. 
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It will hence appear, that the Son of Ood did not be- 
come MAN, but only became united to a man. 

There are a multitude of considerations and passa- 
ges of Scripture, which may be adduced in support of 
the hypothesis that the Son of God became Man, or 
the &)n of Man, by becoming the soul of a human 
body. Out of many, I select the following : — 

1. If the Man Clurist Jesus had been united to a 
second divine and self-existent Person, we might rea- 
sonably expect to find, that, in some of his discourses, 
he had mentioned that union. But in no instance did 
he intimate that he was united to any divine person 
but the Father. His union with the Father he often 
mentioned, and he af&rmed that it was the Father in 
him that did the work. 

2. Had the Son of God become man in no other 
sense than ''by taking to himself a true body and rea- 
sonable soul," and had he been, as you suppose, per- 
sonally the independent God, he could not with any 
propriety have asserted his personal dependence. For 
however dependent his human nature might be, as a 
person he would have been independent and self-suffi- 
cient Yet, it is believed, we have no account of any 
other person in the Scriptures, who said so much of 
his person>al dependence as did Jesus Christ the Son of 
God. In the most personal and most emphatical man- 
ner he declared, "/can of mine own sel/dx) nothing,'** 
It is remarkable, that any of the friends of Christ 
should think it dishonorary to him to say that he 
was dependent, while he himself so constantly affirm- 
ed his dependence on the Father. Not only did Christ 
abundantly assert his personal dependence on the Fa- 
ther, but, as a Person, and as a Son, he prayed to 
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the Father ybr himself as the /Sbn of God. See his | 
solemn prayer, John xviL 

8. When angels have appeared " in the likeness of | 
men," they have been denominated either angels or i 
men, just as the Lord Jesus is sometimes called the jli 
Son of God, and sometimes the Son of Man. Th« 
angels who appeared to Lot, in Sodom, are, in the 
same narrative, several times, called angels, and sey- 
eral times called men. The prophet Daniel, in speak- 
ing of the angel who appeared to him, says, ** The 
Man Gabriel whom I had seen in the vision." 

Shall we, sir, accuse Moses and Daniel of great y 
impropriety, in speaking of those personages some- j 
times as angels and sometimes as men f They were ' 
called men, because they appeared "in the UJcenesscf | 
Tnen," that is, in an emiodied state. If a transient or 
an occasional residence in bodies of human form 
might be sufficient ground on which to denominate 
angels men, a permanent residence in a human body 
might be sufficient ground on which to denominate | 
the Son op God the Son of Man. [1 

4. The scripture accounts of the incarnation of the 1 
Son of God contain no intimation that he took " to 
timself a true body and a reasonable soul ;" but the 
contrary is plainly suggested. — "The Word was 
made flesh." John i. 14. " God had sworn to David, 
that of the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh, 
he would raise up Christ to sit upon his throne." * 
Acts ii. 30. — " Concerning his Son Jesus Christ our ^ 
Lord, who was made of the seed of David, according 
to ihcjksh^^ Eom i. 3. " Whose are the fathers, and 
of whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ came." Rom, ' 
ix.6. I 

Why were these phrases inserted, according io the ' 
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I fleshj or concerning Hie flesh, but to teacli us that our 
Lord is of the seed of Abraham and David only ac' 
BE cording to the flesh, or in respect to the flesh ? 
wL In the first chapter of the epistle to the Hebrews, 
ii the writer gives ns a most exalted character of the 
/ Son of God ; and in the second, he represents his in- 
r: carnation. " For as much then as the children are 
p partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise 
took part of the same." — ^Again, " Wherefore, in all 
things, it behoved him to be made like unto his breth- 
ren, that he might be a merciful and faithful High 
Priest in things pertaining to God, to make reconcilia- 
, tion for the sins of the people : For in that he him- 
r self hath suffered, being tempted, he is able to succor 
I them that are tempted." 

t How, sir, are the children partakers of flesh and 
is blood ? Is it by taking to themselves true bodies and 
Bi reasonable souls 7 Is it not rather by being reason- 
id able souls of human bodies ? Or by being in an em- 

bodied state, in union with^^^ and blood f K so, then 
for Christ to become like his brethren, a partaker of 

i flesh and blood, he must become in an embodied state, 

1 or become the soul of a human body. Before his in- 
( carnation, he was not like to the seed of Abr£iJ[^am in 
I respect to partaking of flesh and blood ; but it 
i behoved him so to be, that he might be a merciful 
i High Priest; and that by being himself subject to 
.; those temptations which result from a union with 
s flesh and blood, he might know how to sympathize 
K with us, and to succor those who are tempted. But 
Qj if his iiicamation implied no more than his becoming 
A united to a man, how was he prepared by this to be 

"touched with the feelings of our infirmities?" 
jif. In the tenth chapter of the same epistle, it is repre* 
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sented, that when the Son was about to come into the 
world, he said to his Father, " Sacrifice and offering 
thou wouldst not, but a Body hast thou prepared 
me." The Son did not say, " a true body and reason- 
able soul" hast thou prepared me ; nor, a Man hast 
tliou prepared me ; but " a Body has thou prepared 
me." And does not his language plainly suggest^ 
that he himself was to be the Soul of that Body which 
God had prepared ? Let common sense decide the 
question. 

5. There is abundant evidence, that the Person, 
who called himself the Son of Man, had pre-existence ; 
but there is no evidence that he pre-existed otherwise 
than as the Son of God, or the Angel of God. 

That the Son of God had pre-existence, is not 
doubted by you ; and it is amazing, that it should be 
denied by any man who professes a respect for the 
oracles of God. In addition to all that is said of the 
Son of God as the Creator, or the one by whom God 
created all things ; and all that is said of him as the 
Angel of God ; and all that is said of the glory which 
he had with the Father before the world was ; and all 
that is said of his incarnation ; there are a multitude 
of texts which naturally import his pre-existence. 

His pre-existence is naturally implied in the nume- 
rous passages which speak of God's sending his Son 
into the world, and of God's giving his Son. The 
same idea is implied in all that Christ said of his com- 
ing forth from the Father^ and coming down from heaven^ 
and coming forth from God. Such representations 
naturally import that he had existed with the Father, 
with God, and in heaven, before he was sent, or before 
he came into the world. 

To the unbelieving Jews Christ said, " If God were 
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your Father, ye would love me : for I proceeded forth 
and came from God ; neither came I of myself, but he 
Bent me." To his disciples he said, " For the Father 
himself loveth you, because ye have loved me, and 
have believed that I came out from God : I came forth 
born, the Father, and am come into the world : again 
I leave the world, and go to the Father." 

These passages Christ spake as the Son of God ; 
and they olainly import two things— 

1. Tha^he Son is a being dlMinct from God, so 
distinct that he covldpro(xed/orSlllmid comefro7n Ood. 

2. That the Son existed with God before he came 
into the world. 

Similar things Christ spake of himself as the Son 
OF Man. On another occasion he said much of his 
being the bread of God which cometh down from 
heaven. John vi. In this discourse he styled himseU 
the Son of Man. Some of his disciples were di» 
pleased with what he said on this occasion. '' Wher 
Jesus knew in himself that his disciples murmured a* 
it^ he said unto them. Doth this offend you ? What 
and if ye shall see the Son of Man ascend up when 
HE was before f" 

These several passages, compared together, plainly 
import not only the pre-existence of Jesus Christ, but 
the identity of the Son of God and the Son of Man. 

6. The personal identity of the Son of God and the 
Son of Man is plainly implied in the declaration of. 
St Paul, Eph. iv. 10. Speaking of the ascension of 
Christ, he says, '' He that descended is the same also 
that ascended up &r above all heavens, that he might 
fill all things." You will, sir, it is believed, admit 
that it was the Son of God who descended^ and th6 
Son of Man who ascended. And if he that descended 
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is the sarm who ascended^ then the Son of God and 
the Son of Man are the same. Of course, the Son of 
God became the Son of Man by becoming the soul of 
a human body. 

7. You will grant that it was the Son of Man, or 
the Man Christ Jesus, who died on the cross, who 
was raised from the dead, and exalted at the right 
hand of God. But all these things are distinctly and 
abundantly affirmed of Christ as the Son^ Ood, or 
as our Lord and S^g^ur, I have no occaHCn to pro- 
duce any passageiro Scripture to prove that these 
things are said of Christ as the Son of Man, but I may 
produce some passages to show that these same things 
are affirmed of God's own Son, by whom he made the 
worlds, and the one who is now our Lord and Saviour. 

" He that spared not his ovm Son" Rom. viii. 32. 
"Concerning his Son Jesus Christ our Lord, 
which was made of the seed of David, according to 
the flesh, and declared to be the Son of God with 
power, according to the spirit of holiness, by the re- 
surrection from the dead," Rom. i. 8, 4. — "Who rais- 
ed up Jesus our LoRD/rom the dead." Rom. iv. 24. 
" And God hath both raised up the Lord, and will 
also raise us up by his own power." 1 Cor. vi. 14.— 
"Wait for his Son from heaven, whom he raised from 
the dead" 1 Thes. i. 10. — " Now the God of peace, 
that brought again from the dead our Lord Jesus, 
that GREAT SHEPHERD of the shcep." Heb. xiii. 20. 

In these passages it is plainly represented, that it 
was in truth that Being, who is called the Son of Ood, 
our Lordj and the great Shepherd of the sheep, who 
personally died on the cross, and was raised from the 
dead by the power of God. 

Li the first chapter of the epistle to the ColosaianSj 
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and in the Teiy connection in which the work of crea* 
tion is attributed to Christ, he is styled the ^^ first 
horn from the dead, that in all things he might have 
the pre-eminence." 

Respecting this same Son out Lord, David said, 
* " the Lord said lAito my Lord, Sit thou on my right 
hand till I make thy foes thy footstool." Of the same 
Son of God it is said, " when he had by himself purg- 
ed our sins, sat down on the right hand of the Majesty 
on high." Heb. i. 8. — ^But after this Son had become 
united to the body which God had prepared, he was 
often called a man, or the San of man. Therefore the 
same writer says, " but this man, after he had offered 
one sacrifice for sins forever, sat down on the right 
hand of God." Heb. x. 12. 

8. Additional evidence of the identity of the Son of 
God and the Son of Man, may appear from what is 
said of Christ as the Lord and the Son, the Boot and 
the Offspring of David. 

It was the belief of the Jews, founded on prophecy, 
that the Messiah should be the Son of David. — 
** While the Pharisees were gathered together, Jesus 
asked them, saying, What think ye of Christ ? Whose 
son is he? They say unto him. The Son of David. 
He saith unto them, How then doth David in spirit 
call him Lord, saying, The Lord said unto my Lord, 
Sit thou on my right hand tUl I make thine enemies 
thy footstool? If David then call him Lord, how is 
he his son?" Matt. xxii. 41 — 45. 

This, sir, was to the Pharisees an unanswerable 
question ; nor do I see that 'tiny rational answer can 
be given to it on your theory. For the question plain- 
ly supposes the Ixyrd of David and the Son of David 
to be but 6ne intelligent Being. But your hypothesis 
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wonld be, that the Lord of David was united to a MAK 
wlio was the Son of Dayid. But could the Lord of 
David be thus the Son of David? No, sir, the Lord 
of David would be one person, and the son of David 
another. But if the Lord of David became the sotd of 
a body which was of the seed of David, then would 
Christ be both David's Son and David's Lord. 

The other text to be considered, is this, '' I am the 
Boot and the Offspring of David," 

You will observe, that in this passage, Christ speaks 
in ^personal manner, and as one ii^dividual intelli- 
gence. He does not say, /am the EooT of David, and 
the man united to me is the Offspi^jng of David. 
But as one, and only one intelligence, he says, " /am 
the EooT and the Offspring of David." 

9. In exhibiting a contrast between Adam and 
Christ, the apostle Paul says, 'Hhe first man is of the 
earth earthy, the second man is the Lord from hea- 
ven." What is here asserted of Christ, accords with 
his numerous declarations that he came down from I 
heaven, and came forth from God. The apostle does 
not say that the second man was united to the Lord \ 
from heaven ; but, the second man is the Lord from I 
heaven. Suppose, sir, that Daniel had said in some 

of his writings, The man whom I saw in the vision i 
was Gabriel from heaven ; what idea would his words ( 
have suggested ? Would you not have supposed that 
Gabriel appeared in an embodied state, or in the .' 
likeness of a man ? You will be pleased to answer i 
the question, and make the application. 

10. Christ stated to his disciples this question, 
"Whom do men say that /, the Son of Man, am?" i 
They answered. He then stated another, " Whom 
say ye that / am?" Peter replied, ^^ Thou art the 1 
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Ckrist, the Son of the living Oody — ^This answer 
CSirist approved in the most decided manner. And 
you will be pleased, sir, to notice the xlefinite man- 
ner in which the question was proposed and answered. 
Christ, calling himself the Son of Man^ demands their 
opinion concerning him. The answer is as definite as 
the question, " Thou art the Christ, the Sm of the 
living God^ Therefore the Son of Man is the Son of 
the living God. The Son of God was not united to 
the Son of Man ; but the Son of God became the Son 
of Man by becoming the soul of a human body. 
Thus the second man was the Lord from heaven. 

POSTSCRIPT. 

Mr. Caleb Alexander, in his remarks on Mr. Em- 
lyn, has taken ground different from yours. He says, 
" Christ is properly a complex Person. He has a dis- 
tinct human personality and a distinct Diimie person- 
ality — and yet so united as to make a complex Person. 
Christ has a proper Divine intelligence and a proper 
human intelligence^^ p. 57. He also states, that Christ 
is called the Son of God in reference to his humanity 
— " his lowest capacity and character " — ^That he is 
called the Son of God, because his "hionan nature 
was created by an immediate act." p. 43, 44. 

These positions are contradicted by Dr. Hopkins, 
in a very decided maimer. And if I mistake not, 
they are contradicted by the general tenor of the gos- 
peL Those who may have adopted the hypothesis of 
Mr. Alexander, will be likely to suppose that my 
labor has been in vain in attempting to prove that the 
Son of God and the Son of Man mean the same in- 
telligence. For this they would have admitted with- 
out proo£ 

5* 
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Though I respect Mr. Alexander, I cannot say that I 
am any better pleased with hia theory than I am with 
yours. But as I do not learn that his views have been 
generally adopted, 1 shall say but little respecting 
them. 

In respect to personality^ I must think that he takes 
more correct ground than Dr. Hopkins : for if it be 
true, that in Christ a Divine Person is united to a 
proper man, no reason can be given why they should 
not be considered as two Persons. But will it not 
plainly result from Mr. Alexander's theory, that He 
who died for our offences was strictly a human Per* 
son, and no more than a man ? That Person might 
indeed be the Son of God in his sense of the terms ; 
for in his view the Son of God was no more than a 
man — a man united to a Divine Person. But why is 
this man called God's own and only Son, the only be- 
gotten of the Father?- — He was " created by an imme- 
diate act," says Mr. Alexander. And so was Adam; 
and so, probably, were the angels. How then is 
Christ God's only Son? Why is it represented as 
so great a display of God's love, to give such a Son 
to die for us ? If there be any great display of Di- 
vine love on his theory, must it not be found in this, 
that God accepted the obedience unto death, of one 
man, as an atonement for the sins of the whole world ? 
As much might, perhaps, be said, had Moses died for 
the sins of the world. 

Bat if Christ be called the Son of God in respect 
to his " lowest capacity and character," why did HE 
never speak of his having a higher character than 
that of the Son of God ? How came .the Jews to ac- 
cuse Christ of hlasphemy, for saying that he was the 
Soi\ of God ? Would the Jews ever have thought of 



JLHD aLoar of OHRisr. 10J 

•ocniBTig him of blasphemy for Baying that he was 
"created by an immediate act?" or for saying, in the 
same sense that Adam was, I am the Son of God? 
Christ received worship as the Son of God ; was it on 
the ground that he was " created by an immediate act ?" 



LETTER VI. 

THE PEECEDING DOCTRINES ALL IMPLIED IN PHILIP- 

PIANS II. 5—11. 
Bbv. Sib, 

No portion of Scripture has, perhaps, been more 
abundantly quoted, nor more fully relied on, by Atha- 
nasian writers, than Philippians ii. 6. This text^ 
therefore, with six other verses in connection, I shall 
attempt to examine. And I flatter myself that you 
will be convinced that the Athanasian theory can 
have no support from this passage ; and that, in it, is 
feirly implied several of the propositions which I have 
aimed to establish. 

The verses to be considered are the following — 

5. " Let this mind be in you, which was also in 
Christ Jesus ; 

6. Who being in the form of God, thought it not 
robbery to be equal with God : 

7. But made himself of no reputation, and took 
upon him the form of a servant, and was made in the 
likeness of men: 

8. And being found in fashion as a man, he hum- 
bled himseli^ and became obedient unto death, even 
the death of the cross. 

9. Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him, 
and given him a name which, is above every name : 

10. That at the name of Jesus every knee should 
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bow, of things in heaven, and things in earth, aud 
things under the earth ; 

11. And that every tongue should confess that 
Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father."^ 

In the preceding verses, the apostle had, in the most 
aflfectionate manner, exhorted Christians to humility, 
condescension, and benevolence. To enforce his ex- 
hortation, he urged the example of Jesus Christ, who 
was rich, and yet for our sakes became poor ; and the 
glorious reward which God bestowed on him for what 
he had done and suffered. To exhibit the example of 
Christ in a just and striking light, he distinctly brought 
into view his state of godlike splendor and majesty 
before his incarnation ; who being in the fobm of 
God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God. 

The Son's being in the form of God, most proba- 
bly refers to the glory he had with the Father before 
the world was, the glory that he had in God's creat- 
ing all things by him, and the glory that he had as the 
Angel of God's presence. 

But as this verse is so much relied on in support of 
the doctrine that the Son is personally the self-exist^ 
ent God, it behoves me to be the more particular in 
the examination. It is not, for me, easy to discern 
any thing in the sixth verse, nor in the whole connect 
tion, which has the least appearance of favoring that 
idea, unless it be found in the import of the word 
equal — " thought it not robbery to be equal with God." 
The argument is simply this. No Person but the self- 
existent God can be equal with the self-existent God; 
therefore the Son is the self-existent God. And the 
utmost that can possibly be meant, in any caSe, by the 
word equal^ is insisted on as the only possible mean- 
ing of the term; and that too in the face of the nati;* 



AND GLOBY OF CHRIST. 109 

ral import botli of the text itself and the connection. 
For it is urged that the Son is absolutely, essentially^ 
and independently EQUAL with God. And this con- 
struction of the term seems to be urged with as much 
confidence as though the word had never been, and 
never could be, used in a qualified sense. 

Buty sir, is it a truth that the word equal always im- 
plies absolute equalUy in the persons or things which 
are said to be equal ? Does it always imply equality 
in every respect? — ^And do we not often use the term 
in regard to two persons who are supposed to be uu' 
equal in several respects? When we say of a son, 
that he is equal with his father^ do we ever mean that 
he has existed as fo72^ as his fatherT or that he and 
his father are but one heing ? May not a son be as 
rich as his fether, and yet have derived all his riches 
firom his &ther? Might not Solomon be equal to 
David in avthority^ though he derived all his authori- 
ty from David? 

It is, sir, no robbery for a king's son to thin V of 
himself according to the authority or dignity which 
. his father has given him. — ^David said, as it is sup- 
posed, respecting Ahithophel his counsellor, " But it 
was thou, a man, mine equals my guide, and my ac- 
quaintance." Do you, sir, suppose, that these words 
imply that Ahithophel was, in all respects, David's 
equal ? If David had said, " a man my companioTij^' 
would not this term have expressed about the same 
idea as the word equal ? Why then should you be so 
very positive, that the term equal, as used by the 
apostle, must mean an absolute equality, even a co- 
eternity of God and his Son ? 

Let us notice another text which evidently respects 
Jesus Christ: ''Awake, sword, against my shqp^ 
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herd, and against the man that is mjJeUowJ' May it 
not be reasonably supposed, that J^Jcmr in this texi 
means the same as equal in the other ? 

But the very text in dispute, may perhaps be found 
to contain sufficient evidence that Christ is not the 
self-existent God; and that Grod and Christ are as 
distinctly tioo Beings as any other father and son. 

" Who being in the form of God " — ^Is not Christ 
evidently spoken of in contradistinction to God ? H 
he be a Person in contradistinction to the self-exis^ 
ent God, he is certainly not the self-existent God, 
unless there be more Gods than one. K the apostle | 
had been speaking of the Father, and had said of him, 
"Who being in the form of God, thought it not rob- ( 
bery to be equal with God," would not such a repre- i 
sentation of the Father have been a manifest impro- 
priety ? But if the Son be the self-existent God, such 
language with respect to the Father would be as pro- 
per as in respect to the Son. 

By the form of God, we may understand the same 
as the similitude or tm^e of Gkxi — Christ is declared 
to be " the image of the invisible God " — "the express 
image of his Person." But does not every body know 
that a Person and the image of his Person are dis- 
tinct objects ? and that it is impossible that any Per- 
son should be the image of himself? Seth was the 
image of Adam ; but he was not Adam, nor was 
Adam and Seth the same being. — ^Itis, however, true, 
that an im^e often bears the name of the Person 
represented. So Christ, by the pleasure of God, 
often bears the Divine Names of his father. 

I^ by the term God, be intended three Persons, as 
Mr. Jones suggests, then for Christ to be in the form of 
Ocdf he mxistheiji the form of three Persons. 
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The terms, also, eqwoH with God^ plainly import that 
Christ is a Person distinct from God. Two Persons 
are here .compared together, one of them is God, the 
other is the Son of God ; and of the Son it is asserted, 
in some sense, that he is equal vnth God. If I were to 
Bay that Solomon thought it no robbery to be equal 
with David, would you suppose that I meant to assert 
that Salomon and David were but one and the same 
Being?* 

Besides, in the ocmnection of the text, the Son is 
represented as a Being so distinct from God, that he 
could obey and die, and after that be eocalted by God, 
and have a name given him, which is above every 
name. Now, sir, if there be no more Gods than one, 
as you readily admit, and if Christ be personally the 
self-existent God, I wish to be informed by what God 
Christ was exdUedt Or, on what ground it can be 
said that God eocaUed him ? 

May I not safely conclude, that this text is so £ur 
from supporting the Athanasian doctrine, that it fairly 
implies that God is only one Person, and that Christ is 
truly God's Son ? 

My next business will be to show how the passage 
of Scripture, which has been quoted, supports the 

* SiBoe trridiig these remarksu I czamined Dr. Doddridge's Familj 
Expositor. The phrase ** equal vnth Ood^ he does not admit as a oor- 
leci inuMUtioa Aocording to him, the text should be read, ** thought 
it not robbery to be cw GMP The Greek phrase is tea 9<6), and the 
Dodxir says, ** the proper Greek phrase vx equal with God, is teo» 
rm 6c««." And these are the words used by John, ia stating the ao- 
eoiation of the Jews against Christ — Jdm y. 18, *" making himself 
equal with God." 

But a late learned Trinitarian writer has approyed the following 
Innslatioa of the text, ** Who being in the form of God, did not eageriy 
naspattheresemblaDcetoGod.'' ''This," says the writer, ''oonyeys 
tibe true Benae <^ the origiDal." Eclectic Beyiew of the '^Improred 
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doctrine that the Son of God became Man, by becom- 
ing the soul of a human body. 

The passage teaches us, that Jesus Christ, who was 
in the form of God, made himself of no reputation, 
and took on HIM the />rm of a senrant, and was made 
in the likeness ofmeUj and was found in fashion as a man. 

Be pleased, sir, to observe the correspondence be- 
tween this representation and the other passages of 
Scripture — "The Word was made flesh, and dwdt 
among us" — " God sending his own Son in the like- 
ness of sinful flesh" — " In all things it behoved him fo 
be made like unto his brethren" — " Forasmuch then 
as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he 
also himself took part of the same." Does not the na- 
tural import of all these passages, whether severally 
or collectively considered, convey the idea that the Son 
of God became Man by becoming the soul of a human 
body ? Can you perceive the least intimation in any 
of these passages, of any soul but that of the Son of 
God? 

Had it been recorded in the bible, that Satan, or the 
angel Gabriel, for a number of years, was made in the 
likeness of men, and was found in fashion as a man, 
what idea would such a representation excite in your 
mind ? K Satan were the pei*son, should you imagine 
that he dwelt in a man ? or^ that he merely assumed a 
human body ? 

You will be pleased to observe, that the text does 
not say that the Son of God was united to a Man ; but 
was " made in the likeness of m^n" It does not say 
the Son of God was found in a man, but was ^^ found 
in fashion as a Man." And what can be intended by 
an unembodied spirit's being made in the likeness of 
men, but his becohiing in an embodied state ? And 
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wliat is it to be found in foMon as a man, bnt to be 
found Uke a man with soul and body united? If it 
were common among men to l^ve two intelligent 
spirits united to one body, then might the Son of God 
be madein the liheness of men, by " taking to himself a 
true body and reascmable souL" But if it has never 
been known among men that two intelligent spirits 
were united to one body, then for the Son of God to 
hemadein the likeness of men, and to be found m^^i^zbri 
(u a Man, he must become the soul of a human body. 
And I would propose it for your most serious consid- 
eration, whether the Athanasian theory, of the incar- 
nation of the Son of God, does not come nearer to the 
scriptural view of possession, than it does to the scrip- 
tural view of incarnation, 

I do not, sir, mention this comparison with any 
view to make light of the subject, or to ridicule your 
l^ieory ; but to enforce an examination. And is there 
not much more evidence, that, in a case of possession, 
Satan took " to himself a true body and a reasonable 
soul," than that Christ did so by itncamaiion? Be- 
sides, in a case of possession, it is eaay to conceive that 
the Man might suffer, and even die, and yet Satan be 
not at all affected by the sufferings and death of the 
Man : and lust so you suppose that the Man Christ 
Jesus mighi suffered di^ without any pam to the 
Son of God. 

In respect to what constitutes a Man in the present 
state, what more do we know than this, that an intel- 
ligent spirit is united to a human body, so as to con- 
stitute one Person ? WhUe one afiSrms that the souls 
of men are properly produced by ordinary generation, 
ihe same as the body, another will affirm that the soul 
orspiritis the immediate work of God, and united to 
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the body in a state of embryo. And these two, per* 
haps, will unite in conf dently affirming, that ChriM 
could, with no propriety, be called a Man, if his soul 
had pre-eidsted as the Son of God. But if a trut body 
and reasonable soul united, will constitute a man, is it 
not imsafe for us to affirm that the Son of God couM 
not become a Man by becoming the rationdl soul of a 
human body f 

If I have not misunderstood him. Dr. Emmons dif- 
fers from Dr. Hopkins, and supposes that the souls of 
men are not propagated like their bodies ; but are the 
immediate work of God, and by him imited to bodies. 
To this hypothesis I do not object ; I am ignorant cm 
the subject. But I do not see how the Doctor, or any 
who agree with him, can reasonably say that, on my 
hypothesis, Mary was not properly the mother of a 
son. For if the Son of God were united to a body in 
the womb of Mary, and bom of her, he was, according 
to Dr. Emmons's hypothesis, as truly the son of 
Mary as Seth was the son of Eve. And it is just as 
conceivable that a pre-existent spirit should be united 
to an infant body, as a spirit formed at the v6ry mo- 
ment of union. 

The portion of Scripture which we have under con- 
sideration, fairly supports another idea upon which I 
have insisted, viz. That the Son of God was the real 
sufferer on the cross. He who had been in the .^^>rm of 
God, when found mfashum as a Man, humbled him- 
self, and became obedient unto death, even the death 
of the cross. 

On your hypothesis, the Son of God was truly and 
personally the self-existent God. I ask, then. Did the 
self-existent God become obedient unto death, even the 
"death of the cross? If he did, who supported the uni- 
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verse during that event ? And who raised him jfrom 
the dead ? 

But you will say, that it was the Man Jesus, to whom 
the Son was united, who became obedient unto death. 
But does the apostle say any such thing? The obe- 
dience unto de^th he attributes to the same intelli- 
gence who had been in the form of God. For the 
Son of God to suffer j and for a Man to suffer to whom 
the Son was united, are as distinct ideas as any two 
which can be named. And what trace of the latter 
idea do you find in the apostle's description ? 

The idea, that it was truly the Son of God who 
obeyed^ suffered, and died^ and not another intelligent 
being' to whom he was united, is plainly asserted in 
other passages of scripture — " Though a Son, yet 
learned he obedience by the things which he suf- 
fered " — " Who his OWN SELF bare our sins in his 
own body on the tree "— " We are reconciled to God 
by the deatfi of ms Son " — " But now once in the end 
of the world hath he appeared to put away sin by the 
sacrifice of muSELF," 

A vast multitude of texts of similar import might 
be produced. And can you, sir, pretend that these 
texts do not support the idea that the Son of Gt)d, as 
such, did reaUy suffer? Can you find any language 
which could more feirly or more ftilly express the idea 
that the Son of God was the real sufferer f And shall 
we still be told that this same Son was ^rsonally the 
self-existent God, and incapable of death or suffering f 

I cannot, sir, but feel most deeply interested, when 
I happen to touch on this point, : and I hardly know 
when, where, or how to dismiss it. It cannot be ad- 
mitted, that God is chargeable with any imposition on 
mankind. And yet, what^ short of an imposition, 
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would it be for him to pretend tliat lie has so loyedihe 
world as to give his only begotten son to soffisr aa 
ignominious death for onr redemptionfif at the same 
timethisSonwassofiparerf, asy nr theory implies ? So 
spared, that all the sufferings of the cross were eudured 
by a Man to whom the Son was united; and the Son 
himself as &ee &om pain and death as though there 
were no such thing as sujQfering and death in the 
imiverse. No possible imion between the Son of God 
and a Man could render it proper to call the svfferiings 
and death of the Man the mfferings and d^atk of the 
&n, if it be true that the Son did not syffer nor d&. 
And on this hypothesis, the sufferings of the Man 
might as well be called the sufferings of Oabriel^oT the 
sufferings of God the Father^ as the sufferings of the 
Son of God, Must the sun be darkened, must the rocks 
be rent, must the earth quake, and nature be thrown 
into convulsions, while the Son of God suffers and 
dies on the cross ? Must the angels show so deep an 
interest in that scene, and must all the world be called | 
on to behold with wonder and astonishment^ the height^ i 
and depth, the length, and the breadth, of the love of 
God, as displayed in that event ? 'Must all the re- ) 
deemed of the Lord unite in songs of everlasting 
praise to the Son of God, because he hath loved them 
and redeemed them to God by his own blood ? And 
can it, after all, be made to appear that the Son of 
God suffered not at all, unless it were by "proxy or 
substituted 

May it not, sir, be &irly inferred from yoiir theory, 
that instead of the Son of God's dying fob us, that 
the Man Jesus died for the Son of God? If the Son 
of God had covenanted with the Father to lay down 
his life for us, but instead of bearing the suffering him- 
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seli^ united himself to another intelligent being, and 
caused the sufferings wholly to fall on that man, did 
not the Man die for him? And to whom, sir, are we 
indebted for the redemption purchased on the cross? 
To the real sufferer^ or to the one who " suffered not in 
the least ?" To the Man Jesus, or to the Son op God ? 

Most gladly, sir, would I recall every syllable I ever 
uttered in support of a theory so opposite to the na- 
tural import of scripture language, so degrading to the 
love of God, and so dishonarary to the Lord of glory. 

There is another point stated in the passage, viz^ 
that ths high official chara/cter which the Son of God 
sustains as Lord of the universe, is the result of Qod!$ 
-pleasure, and not any thing which the Son possessed 
as a self-existent or independent Being. Having stated 
the abasement of the Son, his obedience unto death| 
the apostle says, 

"Wherefore God hath highly exalted him, and 
GrvKN HIM a name which is above every name ; that 
at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things 
in heaven, and thuigs in earth, and things imder the 
earth ; and that every tongue should confess that Jesus 
Christ is Lord to the glory of God the Father." • 

Is it, sir, in the power of language to give a more 
full idea of a constituted character, or of delb* 
GATED authority, than is given in these words of the 
apostle? Is not the representation perfect and unequu 
vocal, that the same Being who was once in the porm 
OP God, then in fashion as a man, who humbled him- 
self and became obedient unto death, was, in conse- 
quence of that abasement, exalted by the self-existent 
God, to supreme and universal dominion? Did not 
ibe apostle mjsan to be imderstood as representing ta> 
lTa43rdmary and real changes of condition in Jescis 
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Christ the SoN of God? Did he not mean to repie- , 
Bent that the first change of condition was a voluntary 
act on the part of Jesus Christ, that he voluntarily i 
descended firom the form op God to the form of a I 
servant^ and voluntarily became obedient onto death? 
If this change of conation was not real and vohmtary \ 
on the part of the Son of God, why is he exhibited j 
as an example of humility, condescension, and be- . 
nevolence ? Why are we required to let this mind be I 
in us which was also in Christ Jesus? But if the Son 
of God was really the subject of this change of condi- 
tion, if he did reoMy and truly suffer and eKs, can he be 
the Son of God in your sense of the terms? In other 
words, can he be the self-existent God? 

In regard to the second great change of condition- 
did not the apostle Tnean to represent, that for the 
suffering ofdeath^ the Son of God was rewarded by his 
Father with transcendent dignity and glory ? Did he 
not mean to represent, that the very identical intelli- 
gent Being, who hung in agony, who prayed, who 
bled and died on the cross, was eocdUed hy Ood as Lobd 
OP ALL ? But if the real sufferer on the cross was thus 
exalted by God, then, according to your own views, he 
could not be the self-existent God ; for you cannot 
admit that the self-existent Person may either be the 
subject of cfeoift, or of delegated authority. The self- 
existent God could no more be raised to the throne c« 
the universe, than he could suffer death on the cross. 

As Athanasian writers have found it necessary, or 
convenient, on th^ theory, to attribute all that is said 
of the obedience^ the suffering and deaik, of the Son 
of God, to the human nature^ or the man Jesus^ to 
whom they suppose the Son of God was united ; so, 
<m the otiher hand, they have £pund it oonvenient, or 
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necessary, to attribute what is stated in the Scriptures 
respecting the exaltation of the Son of God, to th« 
same man or human nature. As they have perceived 
that it must be improper to attribute real abasement^ 
suffering and death^ to the self-existent God, so it ap- 
pears they have perceived that it is equally improper 
to suppose a self-existing Person should be capable of 
deriving or receimng either Jidness or authority from 
any other Person. And as they have supposed the Per- 
son who is called the Son of God, to be the self-exist- 
ent God, so they have found it necessary to the support 
of that theory to attach to this Person a proper man, 
capable of obedience, suffering, and death, and also of 
receiving communicated fulness and authoritg. 

According to Mr. Jones, and other writers, it was 
the man Jesus^ in contradistinction to the Son of God, 
who received the Spirit without measure — ^to the man 
was given the name which is above every name— it 
was the man who was ordained of God to be the Judge 
of the quick and the dead — ^and the man who was 
anointed with the oil of gladness above his fellows. 

In view of these representations, I would propose 
to your consideration flie following inquiries : — 

1. If the Son of God were self-existent and inde- 
pendent, and the man or human nature but an appen- 
dage to a self-existent Person, what occasion could 
there be of any communication from the Father to 
that man or human nature? K, as a Son, that Person 
were the independent God, as a Person he posses^d 
independent fulness and anthority; and no addition 
or accession to his fulness or authority could possibly 
be made by the Father. 

2. If the Son of God, as such, were possessed of in- 
dependent and infinite frilness and authority, and in 
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addition to this the Father gave the human nature of 
the Son the Spirit without measure, and all power in 
heaven and earth, will it not appear that the same 
Person was possessed, in a two-fold sense, of infinite 
fulness and authority ? 

8. If the Son of God were united to a proper man, 
and that man, in contradistinction to the Son of God, 
was endued by the Father with all the fiilnes* of the 
Godhead, and invested with all power in heaven arid 
earth, what is the office or business of your supposed 
second self-existent Person ? It is believed, sir, that 
you cannot make it appear that the man Christ Jesus 
received any support^ fulness^ or authority^ or even 
benefit from any Divine Person but the Father — Aa a 
derived inteUtgence, all he received was from the Fa- 
ther. But, 

4. If the man Christ Jesus may be the recipient of 
the Spirit withxmt measure of all the fulness of God; 
if he may be exalted with God's own right hand, and 
made a Pbince, and a Saviour, and the Judge of the 
quick and the dead ; I would ask what evidence you 
have of the existence of a second Person in union with 
God, distinct from the soul of that HAN who was the 
LoBD from heaven ? 

3. If it was in fact the Man Jesus who was the sub- 
ject of all the abasement^ suffering^, and deaih^ which 
was endured for our sakes ; and if it was the Man who 
has been the subject of aU the exaltation which is in 
the Scriptures attributed to the Son of God ; is there 
not abundant evidence that the Man Christ Jesus and 
the Son of God are identically the same intelligent 
Being? And that the Son of God became the Man 
Christ Jesus by becoming the soul of a hiiman body. 

You may think, sir, that I ought to notice that iJl 
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Aihanasian writers do not agree with Mr. Jones, that 
it was the human nature of Christ, or the Man merely, 
who is represented as receiving /wZne55 and authority 
from the Father. I am sensible, indeed, that there is 
another opinion advanced by some writers of great 
respectability ; and it is to me a matter of regret, that 
I have occasion to bring it into view ; for, if it be 
possible, it is to me more inconsistent than the opinion 
of Mr. Jones. — The opinion referred to is of this im- 
port. That the representations in Scripture, respecting 
the derived fulness and authority of the Son, result 
from the covenant of redemption, in which a mutual 
agreement ^as entered into by the Three setf-exisU 
eat and co-etemal Persons, respecting the part which 
each should perform in the work of redemption. 

Dr. Hopkins gives the following view of these cove- 
nant transactions : — 

" The second Person was engaged to become incar- 
nate, to do and to suffer all that was necessary for the 
salvation of men. The Father promised, that on his 
consenting to take upon him the character and work 
of a Mediator and Eedeemer, he should be every way 
fhmished and assisted to go through with the work ; 
that he should have power to save an elect number of 
mankind, and form a church and kingdom most per- 
fect and glorious: In order to accomplish this, all 
things, all power in heaven and earth, should be given 
to him, till the work of redemption is completed." 

The Doctor observes again, 

" The blessed Trinity, in the one God, maybe con- 
sidered as a most exalted, happy, and glorious society 
or fiimily, imiting in the plan of Divine operations,, 
especially in accomplishing the work of redemption. 
Jn this, each* one has his part to perform, according 

6 
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to a most wise, mutual regulation or agreemenl^ 
whicli may be called a convenanL In performing theae 
several parts of this work, one aots as superioTj and 
another as inferior; or one acts under another^ and by 
his authority, as appointed or sent by him. This, bj 
divines, is called the economy of the work of re- 
demption. According to this economy, the Son, the 
Bedeemer, acts under the Father, and by his will and 
appointment, and in this respect takes an inf^or 
part ; and in this sense he is supposed to speak, when 
he says, the Father is greater than /." 

I confess to you, sir, that I cannot but be amazed 
and grieved to find such representations in the writ- 
ings of so great and so good a man as Dr. Hopkins. I 
am amazed, because I must suppose that he .was so 
blinded by theory as not to pay due attention to the 
import of what he wrote. And I am grieved, that a 
man so eminent should do so much to expose Chris- 
tianity to the ridicule of unbelievers. 

" A glorious society or family /" — A femily of what ? 
Not of men? not of angels. What then? A fiimily 
of self -existent and independent Persons, each of whom, 
as a distinct Person, the Doctor supposed to be Gon, 
And if we pay any regard to the natural import of 
language, what are we to denominate this family, 
short of a femily of Gods? I very well know that 
the Doctor denied the idea of a plurality of Gods : nor 
would J[ intimate the contrary; and I most sincerely 
wish that all his reasonings and representations had 
been consistent with that denial. But, far from this, 
he has not only imdertaken to prove that each of 
these self-existent Persons is God, but in the very pas- 
sages under consideration he represents these FerscMia 
as prpperly distinct Beings, asdistinct Beings as any 
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three angels in heaven. They can enter into covenant 
ifith each other— each can have a distinct part assign* 
ed him-^one can be superior j and another act wider 
him, or by his order — one can send the other on the 
most important business ; and what more than all this, 
I beseech yon, would be requisite to constitute them 
three as distinct beings as Peter, James, and John. 

But the most extraordinary of all these representa- 
tions are the engagements of the Father to the Son — 
^< The Father promised, that on his consenting to take 
upon him the character and work of a Mediator and 
Bedeemer, he should be every way /t^mtsAed and as* 
sistedix) go through the work; that he should have 
power to save an elect number of mankmd.— In older 
to accomplish this, aU things, all power in heaven and 
earth, should be GIVEN to him, until redemption is 
completed." 

Be pleased, sir, to keep in mind, that the Doctor 
wa3 writing about two self-existent, independent, and 
all*Bu£ElGient Psrsons. Was it possible that he should 
suppose that an independent person ever became di- 
pmdentf Did the independent Gt)d ever cease for a 
moment to be independent? If the supposed self-eao- 
isterU Son did not become a dy^endent agent by incar^ 
nation, what could be the ground or occasion of the 
Father's promises that he should hQ furnished and as* 
eiskd, and have all things, all power in heaven and ear&i, 
GIVEN TO HIM ? I am not, sir, meaning to deny, or 
to doubt, the fact respecting the existence of 'these 
promises of the Father to the Son. The Doctor has 
proved the existence of these promises of assietanoe 
and support in the connection of the paragraphs quot- 
ed. But my question is. Why were these promisee 
madef They were either Tieec^/^ or they t^ere nol. To 
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say they were TTuufe, and yet not needful^ would be im- 
puting to God a kind of trifling wbicli would be de- ' 
grading to a wise and good man. But if they were i 
needful, it must be on one or other of these grounds, , 
viz. either the Son was originally dependent on the I 
Father by incarnation, or he became dependent hy in- V 
carnation. That he was originally dependent, you and 
the Doctor positively deny. What ground then have 1 
you left but this, that a self-existent and independent 
Person became dependent by incarnation? I see no 
possible ground but this which you can take, unless 
you prefer to reduce the solemn transactions in the | 
covenant of redemption to a mere show. 

But can you, sir, believe that an independent person / 
ever became dependent ? If you maintain this poa- y 
tion, it must be at the expense of another which yon ' 
have wished to maintain, viz. the absolute immiUability 
of the Son of God. 

For an independent person to become dependent, is, 
I suspect, as great a change as was ever experienced ( 
by any creature ; and as great as for a mctn to be i 
changed from entity to non-entity. But this is not I 
all—if you support the hypothesis that the Son be- 
came dependent by incarnation, you must do it at the 
expense of the immutability of God. If it be as you 
suppose, that the revealed God was three independent \ 
Persons, and one of those Persons has become a de- 
pendent Agent, Deity has been changed, and has ceased ' 
to be three independent Persons in one God. I 

Will you, sir, think of evading these objections, or / 
fiolving these difficulties, by saying that the Son did I 
not really become dependent, but only apparently, by I 
beicoming united to a dependent nature f This, my 
friend, will increase the difficulties, by representing 
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the part acted by tHe Son ad not real, but only in ap- 
pearance, as well as the part acted by the Father. On 
this hypothesis, the Son woxdd put on the appearance 
of needing his Father's support, when in fact he did 
not need it — he would put on the appearance of obey- 
ing the Father, when in fact he did not obey ; and of 
suffering and dying^ when in fiwst he did neither die 
nor suffer. 

Will you say that the engagements of the Father 
to the Son were of this tenor, that he would support 
the human nature to which the Son shoxdd be united ? 
If so, I ask what need had the Son of this? Was he 
not personally sufficient for the support of his human 
nature ? Again, I ask, if the engagements of the 
Father to the Son were, that he woxdd support the Man 
to whom the Son should be united, what part had the 
Son to perform ? Was it not simply this, that he 
should appear to become dependent by becoming unit- 
ed to the Man^ and the Father would^mwA, oms^ and 
enable the Man to do the whole business of obeying and 
suffering f And is this, sir, the ground of our obliga- 
tions to the Son op God ? Is this the ground on 
which the redeemed of the Lord sing " Wor^y is the 
Lamb that was slain ?" 

It is, sir, painftil to me thus to expose the theory I 
once attempted to maintain, and which has been advo- 
cated by some of the greatest and best of men. But I 
view it to be a duty which I owe to God, and to his 
Son who has given himself for us. And while I sin- 
cerely lament that the representations of Dr. Hopkins, 
on which I have remarked, are to be found in the 
writings of a man so justly esteemed, it affords me 
abundant joy that the Bible itself is not chargeable 
with such inconsistent representations. 
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As I understand the Scriptures, the promises of ^ 
Father were made to one who was in truth and reality 
the Son of God — to one who ever taas dependent on I 
the Father, who ever felt his dependence, and was i 
ever willing to acknowledge it — one who could pray 
with propriety and sincerity while in the flesh ; and 
in view of his dependence, in view of the covenant of 
redemption, and in view of the sufferings he was about 
to endure, he could lift up his eyes to heaven, and 
say, " Father, the hour is come, glorify THY SoK, that 
THY Son may also glorify thee : as thou hast given 
HIM POWER over all flesh, that he should give eter- 
nal life to as many as thou hast given him : And this 
is life eternal, to know thee, the ONLY true God, 
and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent I have < 
glorified thee on earth; I have finished the work ' 
which thou gavest me to do. And now, O Father, 
glorify thou me ivith thine oion self, with the glory tvhkh 
I had with thee before the world was" 

To a Son who could, in sincerity, make such a | 
prayer, the Father might, with perfect propriety and j 
sincerity, make promises of assistance, of support, of 
power and eocaltation. On this ground, the covenant 
transactions between the Father and the Son may 
appear solemn and affecting realities; and likewise 
all the subsequent proceedings on the part of the 
Father, and on the part of the Son. With this view, 
also, agree all the predictions respecting what the Son 
should do and Buffer ; all the promises of Divine as- 
sistance and support ; aU that is said by Christ of 
himself, of his dependence, his derived fulness and 
authority ; and all that is said by the apostles req)ect- 
ing the flilness of the Deity dwelling in him ; and of 
the power and authority which Christ received of God 
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• 

SaviovTy Judge^ and Lord of all. We Iiave no occa- 
sion for BXij forced or unnatural construction of any of 
these numerous passages of Scripture; nor have we 
any occasion to frame and invent hypotheses which 
contradict the plain import of Scripture language, and 
finally involve us in contradiction and absurdity. 

Is it not, sir, a truth, that the personal self-existence 
of the Son of God has been too hastily established as 
an article of Christian fidth ? — established as an article 
of such unquestionable truth and infiniie importance^ that 
every opposing passage of Scripture must be made 
to bend to it, or break before it ? And that to6 while 
the general tenor of Scripture language and Scrip- 
ture representations are, according to the most natu- 
ral import of words, directly opposed to the idea ? 
Yea, with the view to glorify Christ with the attri- 
butes of personal self-existence and independence^ have 
not hypotheses been formed which imply a sacrifice 
of the solemn realities of the covenant of redemption, 
and of the obedience and deaik of the Son op God ? 
And in attempting to support this one doctrine, have 
not the plainest and most simple representations of 
Scripture, and even the whole gospel scheme, been 
involved in mystery and obscurity ? Surely, sir, be- 
fore we allow any doctrine such a share of import- 
ance, we ought, at least, seriously to inquire whether 
it be founded in the word of God. 

As the doctrine of the personal self-existence of the 
Son of God has long been a popular doctrine, have 
we not on that ground received it as true, and made it 
our business to support the doctrine before we ex- 
amined it by the light of God's word? And instead 
of making the Scriptures a standard by which to 
fNMWure the doctrine^ have we not been in the habit 
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of making the dSoc/nntf a STANDABD by wliidh to ^inAI' 
sure the Scriptures t 

Will you, sir, still urge that Christ cannot be a D» 
vine Person unless he be self-existent? By what sxk 
thority, or by what analogy, will you be able to sup 
port such an objection ? Nothing more was necessarj 
to constitute Seth a humcm person, than being the son 
of a human person. And if God be a IXvine Person^ 
his oum Son must be a Divine Person. According to 
every analogy in nature, to affirm that Jedos Christ is 
God's own Son impUes that he is a psbson tbult 
DivnTK. 



LETTER VII. 

DIVINE HONORS DUB TO THE SON OF GOD. 
Rbv. Sm, 

That the Son of God is to be regarded as an objeci 
of Divine honors, is so plain fix>m the Scriptures, that 
it seems extraordinary that it should ever have been 
denied by any one who has admitted the Bible as a 
rule of faith and practice. — ^In support of the idea, we 
may note several things — 

1. We have express declarations of the will of God. 
" The Father judgeth no man, but hath committed all 
judgment to the Son, that all men should honor the 
Son even as they honor the Father." This is a suffi* 
dent warrant for men to give Divine Honors to the 
Son of God. Angels have their warrant also ; tor 
" When he bringeth in his ONLY begotten into the 
world, he saith. Let all the angels of God worship 
HDf." — ^And we have another passage which amounts 
to a warrant both for men and angels : " Wherefore 
God hath highly exaltqd him, and given him a name 
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which is above every name, that at the name of Jesus 
every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and things 
in earth, and things under the earth." 

2. We. have the example of saints on earth and 
saints in heaven. In respect to saints on earth, we not 
only have many individual instances recorded, but 
the great body of Christians in the apostolic age were 
characterized as " those who caM on the name of the 
Lord JesusJ^ That both angels and saints in glory 
pay Divine honors to the Son of God, is represented 
by John in the account he gives of his visions : " And 
I beheld, and I heard the voice of many angels round 
about the throne, and the beasts and the elders ; and 
the number of them was ten thousand times ten thou- 
sand, and thousands of thousands, saying with a loud 
voice, Worthy is the Lamb that was slain, to re- 
ceive power, and riches, and wisdom, and strength, 
and honor, and glory, and blessing : And every crea- 
ture which is in heaven, and on the earth, and imder 
the earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that are 
in them, heard I, saying, Blessing, and honor, and 
glory, and power, be unto him that sitteth on the 
throne, and unto the Lamb, forever and ever." 

To those who regard the Scriptures as of Divine 
authority, the things which have abeady been noted 
maybe considered as sufficient to authorize us to pay 
Divine honors to the Son of God ; even if we should 
be unable to investigate the grounds of the Divine di- 
rections, and of the examples of saints and angels. It 
may, however, be desirable that we should obtain a 
clear view of the reasons why such honors are to be 
given to Jesus Christ. — ^We may therefore observe, 

1. That Divine honors are due to the Son of God, 
on ihe principle of derived dignity. He is God's own 

6* 
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Son^ Ills Mrst-begoUenj his <mly begotten Son; and be 
hathi by inheritance, a more excellent name than th« 
angels. On the same principle that an ovm and onhj 
eon of a rightful king is to be regarded and honored 
as a royal person, Divine honors are due to the Son of 
God. 

2. The Son of Qtod is worthy of Divine hovuyrs, on 
the ground of his Divine fulness; for it hath pleased 
the Father that in him all fulness should dwell. That 
fulness which Christ possesses by the pleasure of the 
Father, is really Christ's fulness ; and it is as excel- 
lent considered as the fulness of Christ, as it is con- 
sidered as the fuhess of the FaJSwr. The self-existence 
of Grod does not imply that he was the cause of his 
own eodstence or his own fulness. And God is, in truth, 
no more the cause of his own fuhiess than Christ is the 
caiLse of the Divine fulness which dwells in him by the 
pleasure of God. If, therefore, the fulness there is in 
God be a proper ground on which to give him Divim 
humors, the fiilness there is in Christ is a reason why 
we should honor the Son as we honor the Father — thsii 
is, so fer as Divine fulness is the ground of Divine 
Jionors. 

8. The Son of God is worthy of Divine honors, on 
the ground of his Divine offices. It is a dictate of rea- 
son and revelation, that official character should be 
respected and honored. And the higher the office any 
person sustains by right, the greater are the honors 
which are due on the ground of official character. 
The official character of a general demands highei 
honors than that of a corporal — ^the official character 
of the president of the United States demands higher 
honors than that of an ordinary civil magistrate. And 
on the satne principle, Divine honors are due to - tlM 
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Son of God: for his offices are truly Dwme. The of- 
fices of Saviour, Judge^ and Lobd of all, are as 
truly Divine offices as any offi^^ sustained by God 
the Father. And if there be any reason to give Divine 
honors to God in view of his Divine offices, there is 
the same reason to give Divine honors to the Son of 
God: for the Son has not obtained these offices by 
violence or usurpation, but by the pleasure of God, 
who had an unquestionable light to bestow them. 
And if he truly possess those offices by the gift of 
the Father, so far as official character may be a ground 
of Divine hokobs, Christ is as worthy of Divine 
honors as though he had possessed the same offices by 
self-existence. Therefore, on the groimd of official 
eharacter^ we may honorihe Son as v/e honor the Father. 
4. The Son of God is worthy of Divine honors, 
on the ground of Divine wobks. Creation is a Di- 
vine work; and by him were all things created. 
Upholding and governing the world is a Divine work; 
and he upholdeth all things by the word of his pow- 
er ;* and he is Lord of alL Salvation is a Divine 
work; and God hath exalted him to be a Fbince and 
a Savioub- — ^The price of redemption he has person- 
ally paid ; and he is made head over aU things to the 
church. Judging the world is a Divine work ; and 
the Father hath committed all judgment unto the Son. 
It is indeed a truth, that God does aU these things by 
his Son ; but the Son is the real agent or doer of these 
thiftgs, as truly as Paul was the author of the epistles 
to Timothy. 

* Seh, L 8. Inhk Family Ezpomtor, l>r. Doddridge ezroetaes the 
opnioDy that the phrase ** hi* power** intends ibe power of the JFhther; 
andtheooDstraetiooof the sentenoe isin £Eiyar of hisopiniotL Batthii 
isDoobjeetion to the idea, that the power, by x^cfa the world is uphalt^ 
18 also truly Chritd power. It is tl^ power of God, orieiiially andiDdfr 
TfienSimaf, ndihie power of OhritiY^ib^ 
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It is a principle of reason and common bbob^ H | 
well as of revelation, that great and excellent woridl . 

are a proper ground of honor. When the elders of ' 
the Jews came to Christ to request fiivor in behalf of I 
the centurion, whose servant was sick, in commenda- . 
tion of the centurion the elders said, That, '' he is I 
worthy for whom he should do this ; for he loveth oui { 
nation, and hath built us a synagogaa" What 
honors have been paid to Washingtanj on the ground 
not only of the important offices he sustained, but on 
the ground of the important i(x>rks he performed I 
Now, if more honor has been due to Washington on 
the ground of his works, than has been due to the 
meanest soldier in his army, or the meanest peasant 
in community. Divine honors are due to Christ on the 
ground of his Divine works. A greater than Wash- 
ington is here ; one who has done greater things; one 
who hath loved our race, and built us a world, and 
filled it with the fruits of his kindness , yea, one who 
hath so loved us as to give himself^ his ovm life, for our 
redemption. But God raised him from the dead, and 
" exalted him with hia own right hand." God viewed 
him worthy of Divine honors, on the ground of what 
he had done, " wherefore God hath highly exalted him, 
and given him a name above every name, that at the 
name of Jesus every knee should how^ K it was not 
improper for God to place the Son on his own right 
hand, it is not improper for us to pay Divine honors to 
his name. 

From the evidence we have in the sacred writings 
that Divine honors are to be paid to the Son of God, 
it has been injferred, that the Son is personally the 
self -existent Ood. And so confident have some been 
that this inference is infiJlibly correct, that they hay^ 
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ventured, on the supposition it be not so, to implicate 
the Christian world in a charge of gross idolati^, and 
the God of truth in a charge of self-contradiction and 
inconsLstencj. Is not this, sir, for fallible creatiires, 
carrying things to a great length? And does it not 
imply such a degree of confidence in the correctness 
of their own understandings, as none should possess 
until they arrive to that state where they shall see as 
they shall be seen, and know as they shall be known? 
, But what, sir, is the groimd on which this extraor- 
dinary confidence rests? Is it not a principle, taken 
/or granted, which has no real foundation in reason, 
analogy, or the word of God ? Yea> a principle which 
ia contradicted by analogy, and by as plain representa* 
tions as are contained in the oracles of truth? The 
principle taken for granted is this, That it is impossi- 
ble with Ood to constitute a characteb which shall 
be worthy of Divine honors; therefore, if Jesus 
Christ be not personally the self-existent God, he can- 
not be an object of Divine honors. 

But, sir, be pleased to admit, for one moment, the 
possibility that Christ is just such a Person and char- 
acter as I have supposed him to be — ^truly the Son of 
the LiviNa God, God's own and only Son — ^a Son 
in whom it hath pleased the Father that all fulness, 
diould dwell— one truly imited to Deity and by Qtod 
inveisted with the Divine offices of JSaviourj Lord, and 
Jttdge: What but Divinehonors are due to his name? 

What says analogy ? — ^By David's pleasure, we be- 
hold Solomon placed on the throne of Israel ; and we 
see the friends of David and of Solomon giving him 
the honors which were due to the son of David and 
hng of Israel. We also see the Son op God, " for the 
wffering of death, crowned with glory and honor," 
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seated on the right hand of the Majesty on high, exr 
alted by Ood, as Lord of all; and shall we prononnoi 

it idolcUry to pay him divine honors as the Son OF GoD, 
and the constituted Lord of the universe 7 Or shall we 
arraign the conduct of God, and pronounce it absurd 
for him thus to exalt his own Son 7 

But what saith the Scriptures 7 When they repre- 
sent Christ as an object of Divine honors, do they not 
uniformly represent him as a Person as distinct from 
God as he is from the Fathsb 7 Is there one instance 
in which he is represented as the self-existent God, 
and on that ground worshipped 7 — ^In regard to those 
declarations of the Divine will respecting the honoring 
of Christ, or the worshipping of Christ, is he not in 
the plainest manner distinguished from the self-exist- 
ent God 7 All judgment was C0M3iiTT£J> unto HIM 
by the Father, that all men should honor the Son as 
they honor the Father. Was he not a Being dis- 
tinct from the one who committed all judgment unto 
him? In the connection, he calls that Being his 
Father ; and Peter says, that Christ commanded his 
disciples to preach and to testify that it is He who is 
ordained of God to be the judge of the quick and the 
dead. Therefore, when he is honored as the Judge, 
he is honored as one ordained of Goi He is then, in 
this case, plainly distinguished £rom God. It was God 
also who brought him into the world, as the only 
BEGOTTEN, and said, " Let all the angels of God tuor- 
ship HIM." It was God also who ^^ exalted htm;" 
and God gave him the name which is above every 
name, that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow. 
In all these cases, the Son is as clearly distinguished 
from God, as Solomon is, in any place, distinguished 
from David, 
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As there is no declaiatioii importing that Christ 
should be worshipped or honored as being personally 
the self-existent God, we may perhaps find, that, in 
the examples of worshipping Christ, he was honpred 
or worshipped as a Being distinct from God. When he 
had stilled the tempest, they that were in the ship 
came and worshipped him, saying, " Of a truth thou 
art the Son of God." And in several instances he was 
worahipped nnder this title. By the woman of Canaan 
he was worshipped as the iorrf, the Son of David. 
Can any person of candor and discernment suppose, 
that in either of these cases he was considered as per- 
sonally the self-existent God ? The terms they used 
certainly import no such thing. To be the Son of 
God, and to be the self-existent God, are ideas as dis- 
tinct as David and the Son of David. The angels 
were not required to worship him as the self-existent 
God ; but the self-existent God required them to wor- 
ship Christ as the only begotten Son of Ood. When 
John, in the Revelations, gives us such a striking re- 
presentation of the worship or Divine honors paid by 
an the angels and saints to Christ as the Lamb of 
God, the Lamb, in the representations, is clearly dis- 
tinguished from God as another intelligent Being — 
as one who had been slaik — as one who had re- 
deemed us to God by his blood. No one, it is hoped, 
will pretend, that God, the self-existent^ was ever slain; 
yet when Divine honors were paid the Lamb, the 
angels and the redeemed of the Lord said, " Worthy 
is the Lamb that was slain, to receive power, and 
riches, and wisdom, and strength, and honor, and 
glory, and blessing." 

There is not, perhaps, a more striking representa- 
tion o| Divine honors paid to the Son of God, in any 



186 ON THE BEAL DIVJLNITST 

part of the Bible, than those which are given by John 
in the Bevelations ; yet all those honors were paid to 
one who could say, ^'I am He that liveth^ and was deady 
and, behold, I live forevermore ;" and to one whom 
the worshippers considered as having been slain. 
Then, as true as it is that God was never personally 
dead, so true it is that Jesus Christ may receive divine 
honors as an intelligent Being, personally distinct firom 
God. 

It may not be amiss here to notice an extraordinary 
idea suggested by Mr. Jones, in regard to the Lamb. 
Speaking upon these words, " Thou wast slain, and 
hast redeemed us to God by thy blood," and feeling 
the impropriety of supposing that God suffered and 
died, he informs us that by the Lami is intended " the 
Messiah's humanity J^ [p. 32.] That \h.e title Lamb wi- 
chides the Messiah's humanity, is not denied : but that 
the term Lamb means the Messiah's humanity in con- 
tradistinction to his own proper nature as the Son op 
God, may not be admitted. If the name Lamb mean 
the " Messiah's humanity," in the sense suggested by 
Mr- Jones, we may properly substitute the terms "Jfes^ 
siaJCs hurrwLnity^'^ whenever the word Xmnh is used as 
denoting Christ. 

Let us then make use of the substitute in the con- 
nection from which Mr. Jones selected the text. 

** And I beheld, and lo, in the midst of the throne — 
stood the " MessiaJCs humanity,^'* as it had been slain^ 
having seven horns and seven eyes, which are the 
seven spirits of God : and he came and took the book 
— ^And when he had taken the book, the four beasts 
and the four and twenty elders fell down before the 
" Messiah's humanity,^'' — and they sung a new song, 
saying, Thou art worthy to take the book, and to open 
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the aeabi thereof; tor thou irast slam, &a — ^Worthy 
is the ^^ Messiah's humanity^ that was akin, toieoeiTe 
power, 6lc — ^Blessing, and honor, and power, unto 
him that sitteth cm the throne, and to ihe " Messiah's 
humanity " forever and ever." Eev. ch. v. 

To suchab0iirdity,8ir, are great and good men some- 
times redaoed, in attempting to support a theory in 
opposition to the plain import of scripture language. 
Had Mr. Jones duly regarded the natural meaning of 
the terms the Son of Gfodj and believed that he was 
made in the likeness of men by becoming the soul of a 
human body, that he really suffered and died on the 
cross as the antitype of the paschal Lamb, he might 
then have considered the Lamb, seen by John, as the 
Messiah himself and not the ^^ Messiah's humanity.^ 
But if an Athanasian writer may so construe the 
names of the Son of God, as implicitly to represent 
all the heavenly hosts as worshipping the " MessiaKs 
humamtyj^ may I not escape censure in regard to the 
hypothesis that QtodLhB^excdtedhisovm Son, andoofi- 
sUtuied him an object of Divine honors f 

What! you may say, are we to have two Gods? 
No, sir; my object is to prove that we have but one 
self-existent God, by proving that, in the view of Q^ 
of angels, and of saints in glory, the Son of God is an 
object of Divine vxyrship ; not indeed, on the ground 
of self-existence, but on the ground of his dignity as 
Qod's own and only Son, and the constituted Lord and 
Saviour of the world. 

But, sir, let it be distinctly understood, and never 
forgotten, that while we thus honor the Son of God^ 
we honor the Father also. Christ taught his disci- 
ples this doctrine, He that receiveth me, receivelh 
him that sent me; and he that deqpideth me, dei^Msetii 
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him that aent me. And when he taught the Jews ikA 
ihe " Father hath committed all judgment unto ibe 

Son, that all men may honor the Son even as the j ho- | 
nor the Father," he subjoined, " He that fumorethnot 
the San, Jionoreth not the Father that serU himJ*^ And 
when Paul stated to the Philippians how God had ex- 
aUed his Son, and given him a name above every name, 
that every knee sfiould bow to the name of Jesus, he let 
them know that the Divine honors to be paid to Christ 
were ^^ to the glory of God the Father J^ 

On whichsoever of the grounds that have been 
stated, we pay Divine honors to the Son of God, the 
same are, at the same time, paid to the Father. 

If we honor the Son on the ground of the Father^? 
requirement, we thus honor the Father. 

If we honor the Son on the principle of derived dig- 
nity as the Son of God, the character of the Father 
is the primary ground of the honors paid to the Son. 

If we pay Divine honors to Christ on this ground, 
that '^ in him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead," 
we honor the fulness of the Father, as truly as when 
the person of the Father is immediately honored. 

If we honor the son on the ground of his ojfficial 
character and the Divine authority he possesses by the 
pleasure of the Father, as the constituted Saviour, 
Lord, and Judge of the world, it is not only the au- 
thority of the Son, but the Father's authority in 
HIM, which we honor and adore. 

If we honor him on the ground of his Divine works 
as Creator and Lord, the Father in him does Ae 
work. 

If we honor the Son on the ground of his abase- 
mentj suffering, and death, for our sakes, we are at the 
same time to remember, that ^' God so loved the world, 
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that HE GAVE HIS ONLY BEGOTTEN SON " — and that it 

is " UNTO God " that the Son hath redeemed us bj hj^ 
blood. 

Therefore, in every point of view, and on every 
ground, the Divine honors which are paid to the Son 
are ^^ to the gkry of Ood the Father J'' 

Is it not, sir, surprising, that Christian writers 
should have been so unguarded as to assert, that if 
Jesus Christ be not personally and truly the self-ex- 
istent God, then the Christian church in all ages have 
been guilty of "gross idolatry ;" and that fhe religioiw 
of Christ " is so far from destroying idolatry, that it is 
only a more refined and dangerous species of it ?" K 
such writers have incautiously implicated themselves 
in a charge of idolatiy, it is hoped they will not blame 
me for that. To accuse them of idolatry, or to view . 
them as guilty of it, is fer from me. For though the 
correctness of their views, in respect to the ground on 
which Divine honors are due to the Son of God, is 
doubted, yet in my view they have not given him 
more honor than is due to his name. They may have, 
indeed, in support of their theory, said things re- 
specting the personal self-existence and independence 
of the Son of God, which are more than are true; but 
it is doubted whether any Christian on earth, in his 
devotional views and feelings, ever ascribed so much 
real excellency and glory to Christ, as are properly 
due to his name. 

K, you, sir, entertain the idea, that my views of the 
real excellency, glory, and hve of Christ, have been low- 
ered down by adopting the present theory, be assured 
that the very reverse of your apprehensions is the 
truth. While supporting your theory, and speaking 
conformably to it^ my language imported ideas re* 
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specting Christ whicli now appear inoorreot But it 
u one thing to adopt farms of speech, of high import^ 
and another to have distinct and impressive ideas d 
real majesty, dignity, and glory. And wlule formerly 
using language which imported the self-existence and 
independence of Christ, my ideas respecting his great- 
ness and glory, as a distinct Person from the Father, 
were very confused and indistinct. For it was im- 
possible for me to form a definite idea of what oould 
be meant by Person, on the theory of three JPersons in 
one God or one Being. The Son of God, as united to 
the man or human nature of Christ, was to me a cer- 
tain something, abovi which the term self-existence and 
independence were used by me as by others, but of 
which no definite idea was conceived, any mote than 
of that in bodies which is called the principle or power 
of attraction; excepting when, by the aid of analogy, 
the Son of God was viewed as a distinct intelligent 
Being. But as this was contrary to the theory, when 
that occurred my mind was necessarily confused. 
But on the present theory, the natural import of 
Scripture language, in view of analogies, affords me 
ideas of the majesty, the glory, the dignity, and the 
love of Christ, far more distinct, eocaUed, and impres- 
sive, than any which ever entered my mind on Atha- 
nasian ground. 

Here it may be proper to notice more particularly 
the self-contradiction and inconsistency, in which it 
has been supposed God must be involved if his Son be 
not self-existent — The parts of the supposed contra- 
diction are of the following tenor, viz. 

On the one hand, God has positively prohibited the 
worship of idols, or ofny god but himself. He has 
said, ''I am God, and there- is none else. Thoushall 
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have no other gods before me." " I am the Lord, that 
is my name, and my glory I will not give to another, 
neither my praise to graven imagep." 

On the other hand, God said respecting his Son, 
" Let all the angels of God worship liim" — And he 
has given him a name above every name, that at the 
name of Jesus every knee should bow. 

In view of such passages, it has been inferred that 
Christ is personally the same God who has made these 
declarations, or there must be a contradiction. To 
show that neither of these in%ences is correct, is the 
design of the following observations. 

1. If Jesus Christ be truly the Son of the self-ex- 
istent God, he is neither a graven image, an idol, nor a 
faise god. Hence, 

2. A prohibition respecting the woi^ship of graven 
images, or idols, or false gods, amounts to no prohibi- 
tion of paying Divine honors to the Son of God, as 
the Son of God, or the constituted Lord of the universe. 
Therefore, 

3. Consistently with all that God has said in the 
Bible against the worship of graven images, of idolsj 
or of false gods, he might exalt his Son, and require 
men and angels to pay Divine honors to Ms name. 

It may still be thought, that if the Son be not the 
self-existent God, but has been exalted by God as an 
object of Divine honors, then God has given his glory 
to another, contrary to his own word. It may there- 
fore be observed, 

4. For God to give his glory to another, in the sense 
of the text alluded to, must imply doing something 
respecting another or authorizing something to be 
done respecting another, which is dishonorary to him- 
iel£ To glorify another, or to cause another tp be 
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glorified, in a manner which contributes to his own 
glcyry^ is gerfectl j consistent with his declaration that 
he xoiU not give his ghry to another. To make out, thwi, 
that there is so much as the shadow of a contradiction 
in the case, it must be made to appear, that to pay 
Divine honors to the Son of Qx)d, as the Son of Ghw), 
and the one in whom the Father is ever well pleased, 
is dishonorary to the FathCT. But to prove this, 
will be a task which probably rery few wiQ yentnre 
to undertake. 

By those who have. urged this supposed contradic- 
tion, has it not been taken for granted, that the Son 
of God may be a distinct Person from God the Father, 
and yet the self-same Being ? And should this, sir, 
be taken for granted ? But if it be, still the texts 
which they rely upon for the support of the supposed 
contradiction, do as fully import a prohibition of Di- 
vine honors to any other Person but the one who 
made the declarations, as to any other Being. In 
those texts God does not represent himself as Ares 
Persons^ but as one individual Person — " / am OW, 
and there is none else — Thou shalt have no oth« 
gods before me — ^/am the Lord^ and my glory /will 
not give to another." — Therefore, if these passages 
amount* to a prohibition of paying Divine honors to 
the Son of God, as being truly the Son of God, they 
equally prohibit paying Divine honors to the Son con- 
sidered as a distinct Person from the Father, whether 
self-existent or not. The self-same Person is represent- 
ed as saying at one time, / am the Lord, and my glory 
I will not give to another — At another. time he says 
respecting the Person who is called his only begotten 
Son^ " Let all the angels of God worship him." And| 
if these passages would involve a contradiction on the 
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hypothesis that the Son is h' Person ifruZy pEBlVKD 
firom the Father, they involve precisely the same con- 
tradiction on the hypothesis that the Son is a self-ex- 
istent Person distinct from the Father. 
" Having thus endeavored to show, from the Scrip- 
tures, that Divine honors are due to the Son of God, 
and the grounds on which they are due, and also to 
obviate what has been viewed by some as insurmount- 
able objections to the theory, you will suffer me now 
to append to your own conscience, and ask, whether 
my views of the honors due to the Son of God do not 
harmonize with your own practical views smdfeelingsj 
and with your ttsiuil forms of speech in prayer and 
praise ? Eeflections on my own former views and feel- 
ings, and observations in regard to the prayers of my 
Athanasian brethren, encourage me to do this. 

In respect to my own experience, adopting the pre- 
sent theory has given no occasion to vary my forma 
of speech from what was natural and usual with me 
before, in regard to the Son of God. And it is ob- 
served, that the prayers of my Athanasian brethren^ 
so &r as the Son is mentioned, agree with my present 
views; excepting when they appear to wish to intro^ 
duce some particular expressions to communicaie or 
^wjppor^ their particular theory. It may not then be 
amiss to class myself with you and them, and observe 
how we pray. 

We occasionally address petitions to Christ as the 
Son of God, the Lord of all, the Bedeemer of our 
souls, or the Head of the church. We sometimes 
distinctly thank him for his kindness and mercy in 
laying downhis life for our redemption ; and for the 
benefits we receive through his mediation and atone- 
ment But in this particular, perhaps we are gene- 
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rally deficient ; and much less firequent^j bring the 
Son into view in our prayers than would be proper. 
In our ascriptions of praise at the dose of our pray- 
ers, yfQ frequently and properly mention the Father and 
the Son as two distinct Persons, or intelligent Beings. 

But in general, we address our prayers to God as 
one distinct Person and Being. We bless the name 
of this ONE GrOD for his kindness and love in giving 
his own Son to die for our offences. And the forms 
of speech which we use clearly convey the idea that 
God is one distinct intelligent Being, and his Son an- 
other ; as distinct as any other Father and Son. We 
beseech God to bestow -fevours through the mediation 
and atonement of his Son. We plead with God on 
the ground of what his Son has done and suffered for 
us. We adore God for having exalted his Son as Lobd 
of all, and making him Head over all things to the 
church. And, in conformity to the language of Scrip- 
ture, we make use of thousands of expressions which 
denote as clear a distinction between God A^fD his 
Son as are ever made between Abrahani and Isaac 

And, however inconsistent such a distinction may 
be with the Athanasian theory, it is a distinction to 
which we are naturally led by our intimacy with the 
language of the Bible. And these forms of speech are^ 
it is thought, a correct expression of the hahikud and 
practical views, even of Athanasians themselves, in 
their devotional exercises. Believing this to be the 
case, and that it is consistent with the manner in 
which Divine honors are paid to the Son of God by 
saints and angels in heaven, who can beUeve that the 
Christian church have been guilty of " idolatry'^ in the 
homage they have paid to the " La KB of God ?' 

In considering him as the self-existent God, it i9 
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fiiouglit my brethrea have been xmder a mistake : but 
not in considering him as an object of Divine honors ; 
nor is it apprehend^ that in their habitv/il and devo* 
Uonal feelings they have ascribed more honcyr than is 
due to his name. And so &r as they have fallen short 
of bdieving^ feeUn^, and ackrunvledging the awful reali- 
ties of the personai abasementt sifffermg, and death of 
the Son of God, so &r tiiey have, in my opinion, in 
one particuliur. Mien short of giving him due praise. 

The ten times ten thousand, and the thousands of 
thousands, who were observed by John as paying 
honors to the Son of God, did not say. Worthy is the 
Lamb who united himself to a man that was skun; 
nor did they say, " Worthy is the " Messiah^s humanity" 
that was slain : but, '' Worthy is the Lamb, that teas 
dain, to receive," &c. 

Li a preceding verse the redeemed do not say, 
Thou art worthy to take the book, and to loose the 
seven seals thereof; for the man to whom thou wast 
united was slain : but, " Thou art worthy — for thou 
WAST SLAIN, and hast redeemed us to God by tht 
Wood." 

Must it not, sir, appear on your hypothesis, either 
&at Divine honors were paid to the '^ MessiaKs hur 
manity^" or that the self-existent God was personally 
slain f As you will deny both these positions, let me 
aak, how can you consistently join the song of the re- 
deemed, till you renoimce your theory? Can you 
ever, consistently, say, Worthy is the Lahb that was 

■LAIN? 

POSTSCRIPT TO LETTER VH. 

So &r as I have had opp6rtunity to be acquainted 
with the views of others, it has been, in genen^, pro* 
feasedly conceded by Adianasiaiis^ by Axiane^ *nd^ 

7 
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Socinians, that there can be but one object of Divine l 
honors; and that if Christ be not personally the self' 
existent God, to worship or to pray to him, must be | 
idolatry. I 

But, sir, are not Gk)D and the SoK at hU rigU 
hand^ two distinct objects? Are not God, and the | 
Lamb, two distinct objects? When God said req)ect- 
ing his Son, " Let all the angels of God worship HIM," 
is the meaning the same as though he had said. Let 
all the angels of God worship MB? Suppose an earthly n 
]dng should exalt his own Son, and give him tk ] 
right hand as a co-partner with him on the throne^ | ; 
and require all his subjects ^^ to bow the knee" and i 
pay royal honors to the son ; would not the £Either and ' 
the son be still two distinct objects? And have we | 
not reason to believe, that it is in allusion to such . 
events that we have it represented in the Scrip- I 
ture, that God hath exalted his Son wiHi his awn rigk \ 
hand ? 

If God has, in very deed, given aU things into the ' 
hands of the Son, and exalted him to be Lord of aU^ 
can it be idolatry to worship him according to the 
Tank assigned him by God? Can it be improper or ' 
criminal to pray to him who is thus able to help ua; 'i 
and praise and thank him for what he is, and for what j 
he has done for our sakes? 

When you say that it must be idolatry to worship ^ 
or pray to Christ, unless he be the self-existent God, 
do you not implicitly accuse Ood of establishing idoh- \ 
try f For the Divine honors to be paid to the &» i 
are instituted by Ood, Besides, do you not arbitrarilj < 
attach ideas to the terms worship and prayer^ whicb i 
do not necessarily or naturally belong to them? viz^ 
!Chat v?OTship aitd prayer imply, that the olgeot wor- 
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ttdpped and addresBed is acknowledged to be pepaon- 
ally the self-existent God, by hm who worships oi 
prays. 

Bat by what authority do you attach such ideas to 
tibe words worAip Bud prayer f May not a child how 
A0 ^31100 to his &ther, and CLsk forgiyenessfor an offence, 
or pray for &yors which the &ther can bestow? May 
not a subject do the same before a worthy king? 
!Phe word worship is used to express the reverence 01 
re^^paid by an tVi/ertbr to a mperiar; and in pro> 
portion to the d^ree of disparity, is the degree of 
homage and respect which is due. 

Shall it, sir, be deemed oonsistentior a poor malo 
fiustor to how the knee to one whom the people have 
iaooalted as president of the United States, and suppli- 
cate favor? And shall it be deemed a crime to make 
supplication to Him whom 60D hath eocaJted with his 
own right hand, to be a Prince and a Saviour, to give 
repentance and remission of sins? It is not indeed 
proper to pray to the president as to the self-existent 
Grod ; but it is proper to address petitions to him, and 
to pay Aomo^ to him according to his rank or dignity. 
Nor is it in my view proper, in addressing prayers to 
Christ, to consider him as the self-existent God. Yet 
it is proper to pray to him, and to worship him as 
Lord of all ; as a Being whom God hath seen fit 
to ^*EXA.LT wM. his own right handf^ and as one in 
whom God, by all his fulness, dwells. 

And how, sir, can we be in subjection to God, un- 
less we cheerftdly " how the knee " to the SoN, and ac- 
knowledge him to be " Lord, to the ghry of Ood ths 
Father ¥^ The worship paid to the Son is called Di- 
mne ; not because it is divinely required ; but becanie 
in my view the Son is a Diwne Peraon ; a PeT$on ot 
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Divine Origin and Dignity^ of Divine Fhdness and 
^ itthoritT/. 

If you, sir, are surprised to find me thus approving 
the idea of paying Divine honors to two distinct objects^ 
will you not be still more surprised, should it be de* 
monstrated, that, on your theory, Divine honors must 
be paid to three distinct objects t 

Your tibeory supposes Aree self-existent Persons or 
Agents ; and each of these three distinct Agents you 
consider as an object of Divine worship. As yon dis- 
avow the idea of three 6hds, it would be ungenerous 
to accuse you of worshipping three distinct Gods, 
But, that you profits to worship Aree (Sstinct objects^ 
as Oodj how can you in truth deny ? Is not every 
distinct person or agent a distinct object of contemplation ? 
And are not three distinct persons as dearly three dis- 
tinct objects as three trees? Is it possible for you, or any 
other man, to form an idea of Aree (tistintd persons 
which does not include three distinct objects t 

It has, sir, been urged, on your side of the question, 
that we can easily conceive of the Fatheb as one dis- 
tinct Person^ of the Son as cenciher distinct Person, and 
of the Holy Ohost as a Aird distinct Person ; and the 
diJB&culty is, to conceive how these ihree^ distinct Per- 
sons can be but one Being, or one Ood. Tbia part of 
the hypothesis is acknowledged to be mysterious and 
totally inconceivable. Your worship, therefore, must 
be paid to the three Persons as to Aree distinct objects; 
for if you worship the three Persons at all, you must 
worship them according to your conceptions, and not 
according to what you do not conceive. If you have 
no conception of the three, otherwise than as Ares 
distinct Persons, you can have no oonceptioQ of them 
otherwise than as Ares distinct objects. 
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From my own experience as an Athanasian, suflfer 
me to appeal, sir, to your conscience, whether you 
ever did conceive of the Father and the S(m otherwise 
Jian as two distinct objects. When you address the 
Father, and ask &vors through the mediation of hi$ 
SoTiy do you not conceive of the Father and the Son as 
Awo distinct objects ? And do you not consider your- 
self as addressing one of the distinct objects, and not 
the other f When you address a prayer directly to the 
Son, as the Head of the Church, do you not conceive 
HIH as an object distinct from the Father? And 
when you consider the three Persons as one God, do you 
not consider them as being as distinctly three ob- 
JBCTS as T^REE MEMBERS of ONE COUNCIL ? More- 
over, do you not love the Son of God as a distinct 
obfect from, the Father, and the Father as a distinct 
object from the Son ? If you speak of the Oiree Per* 
9ons as Ihree objects, if you conceive of them as three 
objects, and if you hve them as three distinct obfects, is it 
not xmdeniable that you worship them as three objects f 

K you say that worshipping one of the THREE is 
worshipping the whole, why are you not satisfied with 
the worship of Socinians? They profess to worship 
one of the three, as possessing all possible perfection. 
But with this you are not satisfied. And why not? 
Because, in your view, the other two Persons are neg* 
lected and treated with dishonor. The other two Per- 
sons, you say, are worthy of the same humors as the 
Father. And does it not appear from this, that you 
consider three distinct objects as worthy of Divine hon- 
ors ? Besides, is it not a common thing for writers and 
preachers to take pains to prove that each of the three 
Persons are worthy of equal honors? And are they 
not fond of using expressions of this import in prayer ? 
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Is it not, then, evident, that thej do consider the Aree 
distinct Persons as three distinct objects f When we have 
but one object in view, we do not saj eytcol honan I 
are due to that object ; it is, then, in view of Aree dis- . 
tinct objects that they saj that equal honoors are due to 
the Father^ the /Sm, and the Hciy OhosL And every | 
time they say this, they implicitly say there are thru 
distinct obfects equally worthy of Divine HOif oksl 

Now, sir, is it not clearly evinced that your theorj 
does imply the worship of three distinct objects AS God? 
Yet to fix upon you the charge of worshipping 1km \ 
OodSj is not in my heart ; doubtless while you wor- I 
ship the three distinct objects, you do it conaciBii- 
tiously, believing that in some mystaiousi, isoonodva- I 
ble manner, these three distinct objects are so united I 
as to be but one Ood, Such was Ihe case jnih me, 
and such it is believed is the case with you. 

Suppose a venerable council, compoeed of A^ B, 
and C, by whose benevolence you have been benefit- 
ted — You adciress to them a letter of gratitude — In the 
first place you address them as one body or council; 
then you distinctly thank J., as mod^:ator, tar pix)- 
posing the plan ; you thank j^ as an ndvoco/iR, who has 
exposed himself to insults for your sake; you tlo^uBk 
C, for some special agency in carrying into effisot the 
result of council — You then conclude with an asorip-- 
tion of equal thanks to A, B^ and (7, as one oounciL 
Let me ask, have you not diMncUy addressed ttiw 
distinct objects f 

Is it not, then, in vain to pretend that you worship 
but OTie object^ while you, in your prayers, distincdy 
name tbbes and thank each for aome distinct ogencf/t 
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LETTER VIII 

TVO TiraoaTKS OOKPARS^ IN M8FI0T TO 
CHBBO; OOSSIDKBED AS A 8UFF£R£R OlT THB OHOMi 
Aft THB &AinOUR OF THB WORLD^ AND TfiB LOHD 
<^ THB UKI¥BB8B. 



Pbbhaps it may be usefiil to enter into a more 
eriticad examination atjoxxr theory, as it resfveota the 
ehancfera- of hex by whom the atonement was made 
fisrthe ma of the world. 

For the purpose of examination, let it be admitted 
aa troe, diaft the Father and the Son are two selfHMC* 
latent and co-eqoal Persons, and that the inoarnation 
of the Son implies his union to such a prcqper Man as 
yon suppose Jesos of Nazareth to have been. Lot ua 
in the next place make the supposition, that the Man 
•Am» had been united to the i^h<A«r instead of the ^Sbn^ 
in as strict a manner as it is possible that God and 
Man should be united. If tKe Father be equal to the 
Son, a union of the Man to the Father would imply 
precisely the same dignity as a union with the Son. 
Then suppose, that in that state of union with the 
Father, the Man Jesos had suffered on the cross; 
would not his sufferings have been of precisely the 
same value as an atonement, as in the case of his suf- 
fibring in union with the second Person? This, it is 
presumed, you will not deny. 

Permit me now to ask, whether the mfferinge and 
itBoih of that i/an, could, with any propriety, be call- 
ed the sufferings and death of Gk)D the Father? More- 
over, as on your theory the value of the sufferings of 
the cross results not from the dignity of the real suf' 
% but from the dtgmtyoiHit Pxbsok to whom the 



152 OV THX VEAL xoYmcx 

Man was united, we will fiirtlier suppose, that thii 
Jfan^ in a state of union with the Father, was called 
the Son of Ood ; would not the atonement for the sins 
of the world have been precisely the same that it is 
on your hypothesis ? The suffebeb would bej^mne- 
ly the same, and the Person with whom the Man Was 
united would be of precisely the same dignity. And, 
on this supposition, would there not be a &r greater 
propriety in saying that the Son of God died for us, 
than there is on yours? If that Man united with the 
Father should be called the Son of Gk)d, and did really 
lay down his life for us, it might then be a truth thata 
Son of God did die for us. But on your theory, what 
propriety could there be in such a representation, any 
further than the Man is considered as the Son of God? 
But as you consider the Son of God as having amir 
plete existence, and even self-existence, distinct fix)in 
the Man, the incarnation implied a union of two intel- 
ligent Beings, as properly so as Gabriel and Adam. 
The first of these "suflFered not in the least," but on 
the Man was laid the iniquities of us alL 

What then, sir, is the difference in the character of 
him who really bore our sins in his own body on the 
tree, considered on your theory, or on the Socinian 
theory ? You may indeed suppose the Man to be more 
intimately united to God, than is supposed by Socini- 
ans. But the second self-existent Person, or even a 
pre-existent Son of God, suffered no more according 
to your theory than according to theirs. The suffer- 
ings, on both theories, were all really endured by a 
proper Man, whose first existence began less than for^ 
ty years before his death ; a man who never had pofr 
sessed even the shadow of pre-existent dignity, riches, 
or glory, and who wqa in no higher sense the Son of 
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God, than Abraham or Moses. You may ii^deed saj, 
that '' the Man Jesus was united to the Person of the 
Son of Ood ;" but this very assertion implies that the 
Sim and the Man were two distinct intelligences ; and 
that the Man was not truly the Son of God, but an- 
other intelligent being tmited to the Son of Ood. 

Suffer me now, sir, in an impartial manner, to ex- 
hibit in contrast, the different theories we have adopt* 
ed as they respect the character of Him who was really 
skUn for us, and who bore our 5^!n5in his own body on 
the tree. 

On your part the case stands thus. The sufferings 
of the cross were wholly endured by a Man, who 
was somehow mysteriously tmited to a second self- 
existent Person, whom you call the Son of God. Yet 
this Person you call the Son of God, endured no share 
in the sufferings of the cross ; the Man only suffered 
and died. This real sufferer had never enjoyed one 
moment of pre-existent dignity or glory. He knew 
nothing what it was to be in the Father's bosom ; and 
as he never had been rich, he knew nothing what it 
was to become poor, in any other sense than is known 
l^ other poor children who are bom into the world, 
Hia '< being bom, and that in a low condition,^ was 
a matter to which he had never consented. He lived, 
indeed, a life perfectly exemplary, and died a death 
truly distressing. But this Son, to whom you suppose 
this Man was united, was so &r from sharing a part 
in the suffering of the cross, that he only enabled the 
Man to bear a greater portion of sufferings than he 
would othervdse have been able to endure. But caii 
this circumstance be considered as any real favor to 
the Mcmf Indeed, sir, ct^you see that this Man ever 
i«oeived the least benefitfiom a union with your «i^ 
7* 
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po9od self-existeGat Son, £rom the time lie was bom in 
the manger, to the moment he expired on the cross? 
So &r as the inspired writings have informed me, this 
Man derived all the benefits which he did derive, fi:'om 
God the Father. And why should it be thought to 
contribute greatly to the dignity of this Man to be 
united to a Person firom whom he derived no manner 
of assistance or support, unless it were to enable him 
to endure a greater portion otrealsuffervngsf 

On the other hypothesis, the sufferer on the cross 
was a very different character — He was truly the Sm 
ofiheliving Ood, had long been in the bosom of the 
Father before the foundations of the earth were laid, 
'' as one brought up with him, and was daily his de- 
light." He was highly honored by the Father in the 
great work of creation ; for God created all things by 
him. In him it pleased the Father that all iulness 
should dwell. He was as intimately united to the 
Father, as it is possible the Man Jesus should be, on 
your theory, to a second self-existent Person. He was 
honored by the Father as the Angel of his presence 
on the most solemn and interesting occasions, and was 
truly in the form of God : for he was the " image 
of the invisible God." But while in this state of pre- 
existent glory, he beheld our perishing state ; he saw 
that the blood of bulls and of goats was not sufficient 
to take away sin ; and he said to his Father, " Sacri- 
fice and offering thou wouldst not, but a body hast 
thou prepared me" — "Lo, I come to do thy will, 
God." He laid aside the form of God, and volun- 
tarily became united to the body whicb God had pre- 
pared, and was thus " made in the likeness of men^ 
And being found in &shion as a man, he humbled 
himself and became obedient unto death, even the 
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deaih of the cross." Such, sir, is the Lamb of God 
who taketh away the sin of the world. This is the 
character, in view of which, ten thousand times ten 
thousand tongues sing, Worthy is the Lamb that was 
slain. 

Having thus carried out the two accounts, let us 
cast them up, that we may clearly see the disparity* 
As you cannot deny that as mtu:h dignity may be de« 
rived firom a union with the one Ood, the Father^ as 
from a imion with a second self-existent Person ; in 
respect to the character of the real sufferer^ the case 
will stand thus : 

On your part, the sufferer is a Man with such dig- 
nity as he may derive from a union with a second self* 
existent Person. 

On my part, the sufferer is that glorious Son, by 
whom God created all things in heaven and earth, 
possessing all the dignity which can result from the 
most perfect imion with the one God, the Father. 

The difference, then, in the character of the suffer^ 
«r, is, at least, as great as aU the difference between the 
eonstihUed Creator of heaven and earth, and the mere 
Man or human noMire of your Messiah. 

You have, sir, too much candor to deny, that the 
reai sufferer is a character of xmspeakably greater 
importance on this theory, than on yours. But still 
you may think, Jthat Christ, considered as the Saviour 
and Lord of aU, is greater on your hypothesis than 
he is on mine. This, however, may appear to be only 
imagination. 

We are perfectly agreed in one point, viz. That 
there is but one infinite self -existent Ood. In your view, 
this infmite Ood consists of three self-eodstent Persons ; 
ia my view, the one infini^ Ood is but one Person. 
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The one Penon^ then, on mj theory, must be equal to 
the ihret Persona of your theory, in regard to fuhm 
and siyfficiency, In your view, one of the three Persong 
is united to the Man or human nature^ and this self* 
existent Person and the Man are the Saviovr and Lord 
ofaU — ^In my view, the Saviour and Lord of all is the 
Son of the Uuing Oody and by nature '^ the brightneai 
of the Father's glory, and the express image of his 
Person ;" so united to the one infinite Oodj that in him 
dwells, not merely OTie of Ihree Persons, but (M ihefuir 
nessofihe Godhead bodily. 

As, in your view, the Deity consists of three distind 
Persons, each possessing independent fiilness ; and as 
but one of these Persons is supposed to be united to 
the Man Jesus ; inquiry might be made, whether your 
theory does not naturally suggest the idea, that ^ere 
is but one third of the fulness of Ood implied in thi 
character of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ But 
it is needless to urge thi& And on the ground al* 
ready stated, the matter is submitted to every impartial 
mind, whether the chavacter of the Lord Jesus does 
not appear vasdy more impressive and glorious on the 
theory now proposed, than on the Athanasian hypo- 
thesis. 

It may possibly be urged by some, that if Christ 
derived his existence from God, as a Sun from a Father^ 
he must be as incapable of suffering as the Father, 
This conclusion is not admitted as resulting from the 
premises. But it would sooner be admitted that it is 
possible with GoD to render himself capable of s^ffierinff 
by union with a human body, than that the Son of 
God did net suffer on the cross. My knowledge of 
the nature of Gop and his Son is all derived from thtf 
Bibla This informs me^ that Christ is Gk>D'8 OWN S<>N) 
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and that " though he were a Son, yet learned he obe- 
dience by the things which HE suffered." And who 
is so well skilled in the philosophy of Divine Nature^ 
as to be able to contradict this testimony in either par- 
ticular? Is it not more safe for us to receive the Di- 
vine testimony as stated in the Scriptures, than to r^ect 
it by philosophizing on imrevealed properties of Di- 
viKiT Nature ? 

How often, sir, have our brethren, on* your side, 
urged our ignorance of the Divine Nature, as a 
reason why we should not refect revealed doctrines 
concerning God and his Son ? Yet, have not the same 
brethren, on the ground of their supposed knowledge of 
the Divine Nature, impliddy denied and explained 
away two of the plainest truths which are contained 
in the Bible ? Are there, sir, any two propositions 
more clearly affirmed in the Scriptures, than these, viz. 
That Jesus Christ is God's Son ; and, that the Son of 
God suffered and died on the cross? Yet how many 
millions of pages have been written, and how many 
millions of sermons have been preached, to jyrove that 
Jesus Christ is so far from being properly the Son ot 
God, that he is the very God, the very Being, 
whose Son the Scriptures declare him to be I Yea, 
the VERY Being who proclaimed from heaven, " This 
is my beloved Son /" And have not the numerous, 
plain, and unequivocal representations of Scripture, 
respecting the sufferings and death of the Son of God, 
been so eaplained away as to imply no more than that 
a Man or mere human nature suffered and died^io whom 
the Son of God was mysteriously united ? And what 
is all this, sir, short of philosophizing upon Divine Na- 
ture, and drawing conclusions at an extraordinary 
rate? Would Gabriel himself pretend to so much 
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knowledge of Divine Natube as thus to contradict 
Divine Revelation? 

Though I may have been accused of being ^^ too ma- 
thematical for the Bible," yet it is my desire never to 
be so philosophical as to prefer my own deductions from 
fancied properties of the DivlNE Nature, to the most 
explicit declarations of the word of God. But while 
thus disapproving the conduct of my brethren, the 
Monitor within whispers. Such has been thy otvn in- 
consistency : and perhaps, as great inconsistency, in 
some other point, still lurks undiscovered — "Let him 
that thinketh he standeth take hqpd lest he &11.'^* 

* Either while asleep or awake, the foDowing scene has som^imeB 
been presented to my imag^inatioDr — 

The writer of these Letters is called befiare an Ecclesiastical Coon* 
cil to answer to a charge of heresy. The accusers, with solemn iDnnafi- 
ty present against him the following articles of charge : 

1. He has publicly taught, That Jesus Christ is the Son of God, 
Ood's OWN Son. 

2. He has also taught, That the Son of God did rM% n^er on the 
cross, for the sins of the world. 

The Council inquire of the accused in what sense he understaDds 
those propositions. 

He replies * According to the conmion acceptation and most natural 
meaning of the words.* 

The result tbllows — ^ 

'This Council are of opinion, that the said accused \b guilty o{ \ 
heresy. For though in some mysterious sense, Christ is called the Son 
of God, yet he is not ihe Son of God accordmg to the ocMmncxi aocep* I 
tation of the term Son : so fiu: from this, he is personally the only true ' 
God; je&, ** Jesus is that God besides whom there is no other *^ And 
though it be represented in the Scriptures, that i^ Son of Qod steer- 
ed; yet as he IS personally the immutable God, it was impossible that 
HE should really suffer. The Man or human nature suffered, whidi 
was united to the "Person of the Son of God : The su&rings, there- 
fore, are etUled the sufferings of the Son of GkxL It is in our view in- 
finitely degrading to Christ, to say, that be is properly and truly the 
Son of God ; or to say, that He did really suffer the dea^ of the 
cross.' — ^Thus fax the result 

It has, however, been intimated to me, that some of our brethren 
are prepared to evade all I have written on the sufferings of tiie Son 
of God, by saymg that they ever professed to beheve that Christ is the 
Son of Qod, and that he suffered on the cross. I haye^ sir, t^imtA 

t Mr. Js/Ms—pags 2. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 

Since writing the foregoing Letter, it has occnTred 
to me, that there is one mode of illustrating and sup- 
porting the dignity of the sufferer, which has been 
adopted by some Athanasians, that has not been par- 
ticnlarly considered. As a woman of low rank is ex- 
alted by marriage to a worthy prince or potentate, so 
it has been supposed that the Man Jesus or the human 
nocture was exalted by union with the Son op God. 
Upon this hypothesis let it be observed, 

1. When this ground is taken, the dignity of the 
real sufferer is supposed to result simply jfrom union 
with a Person of infinite dignity. The queen, after 
marriage, takes rank from her royal husband : so it is 
supposed that the Man Jesus is exalted by union with 
the Son of God. It is true, that the king and queen, 
in a certain sense, are one; but not in such a sense 
that the obedience or the death of the queen might be 
properly considered as the obedience or the death of the 
king. And if a king for a certain purpose, had en- 
gaged to obey and to die, his becoming married to a 
woman of low rank, and causing her to die instead 
of himself, would not be esteemed very honorable 
conduct. 

2. The Scripture representation is, that the Son of 
God did really abase himsel:^ and become poor, for 
our sakes. But on the hjrpothesis now before us, the 

Iwnestly to state the real difference of sentimeiit between us on those 
two points, lif in any respect, I haye misapprehended yonr theory, I 
ibiJil rejoice in being corrected. And if indeed you do believe that 
Qirist is truly the Son of God, and that he really tufferedoa. the croe^ 
I Bfaall be happy in being informed that there is no ground of oontro- 
▼ersy between us. But if I have not mistaken your theory, it is be- 
Beyed that you haye too much generonty of soul and uprt^hiness of 
hearty to attempt to eyade the snroe of truth by a mere qwbble upon 
woKda 
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scene is clianged — Instead of abasing himself and 
taking on him the^brm of a servant^ he t#di: to himself 
one who was naturally in the form of a servant, and 
exalted the Man instead of abasing himself- — ^Instead 
of being '* made in the likeness of men," he raised a 
mau to the likeness or dignity of God-Instead of 
dying himself he caused the Man to die to whom he 
was united. 

It seems to have been the general idea, that the 
Son of God became imited to the Man or human na- 
ture, that he might be in a situation to obey and to 
suflfer. And yet, on your theory, it was just as im- 
possible that he should obey and suffer after the union 
as it was before. Dr. Hopkins expressly says, that 
" this personal union of the Divine nature, or of God 
the second Person in the Godhead, with the human 
nature, does not cause or suppose any change in the 
former ; all the change^ or that is changeable^ is in the 
human wiiureP [System, vol. I. p. 411.] — ^By the 
" Divine nature^ or Qod the second Person in the Qod- 
head, " the Doctor meant the Son of God. The Son 
of God, therefore, experienced no change, either in 
becoming united to the Man or human nature,, nor in 
consequence of this union — He was then in precisely 
the same situation in regard to obedience and suffering 
after the union, that he was before. What then, sir, 
has the Son of God either done or suffered for our 
salvation ? And why will you pretend that he became 
united to a Man that he might obey and suflfer? 

8. If a mere Man, by virtue of a union with the 
Son of God, might derive such dignity as to atone for 
the sins of the world, it i& evident that the same dig- 
nity might result from the same mysterious union be« 
tween the same Man and the Father, And a& tii# 
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Man Christ Jesus never spake of his union with a se- 
cond Divine Person, but often spake of his union with 
the Father, the probability would be much in favor of 
the idea that his union was with the Father. — K, 
then, the Socinians would only add to their theory the 
idea of a, mysterious union between the Man Christ 
Jesus and God the Father, what would be the diflFer- 
ence between your Saviour and tiieirs ? It is not in my 
power to discern that there would be so much as one 
shade of difference. The Man Jesus, considered sep» 
arately from his union with the Deity, is perhaps as 
great on their theory as on yours ; nor will you pre- 
tend that the Son is greater than the Father. If the 
Socinians would only annex that one idea to their theo- 
ry, it does not appear that you would have the least 
ground to dispute with them about the greatness of the 
Saviour, however much you might dispute about the 
number of self-existent Persons. — ^Be not, sir, of- 
fended at this comparison : my aim here is simply to 
urge you to inquiry, and to a thorough examination 
of your own theory. 

LETTER IX. 

ON MODERN TRINITARIAN VIEWS OP THE SON OP GOD, 
WITH THE GENERAL DISSONANCE RESPECTING 
THREE PERSONS IN ONE GOD. 

Bsv. Sir, 

Since the publication of the preceding letters, I 
have found that a great portion of our Trinitarian 
brethren entertain an opinion very different from 
yours, and from what has, for ages, been called the 
orthodox fidth. They indeed agree with you, that 
God is three Persons ; yet they say, that the second 
Fwrson in the Trinity was not originally or by ncUure^ 
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the Sim of Gbd ; but that he is caUed the Sm of Od |i 
on the " ground of a constituted character/' or thalJit i 
became the Son of God by incarnation, &c., &c. This, |i 
jou know, is a flat contradiction to the opinion of those 
who were reputed orthodox in former ages. Yet 
these modem Trinitarians claim to be considered as 
the orthodox of the present day ; nor have I beea 
able to discover much inclination in you, or those who 
agree with you, to dispute their claim. Before I pub- 
lished my letters to you, I iras aware that this novel 
opinion had been adopted by some of our brethren; 
but I supposed the number not to be great So &r as 
it respects the Sonship of Christ, they make the same 
objections to your views that they do to mine ; and if 
their objections to my views are of any weight, they 
are of equal weight against yours. Nearly a year ago 
I addressed a private letter to one of the most respect- 
able of our brethren who had taken that ground. It 
is possible that the letter might have miscarried ; it is 
certain I have received no reply. Beport says, it was 
the opinion of that brother, that it was best for the 
Clergy to let the sentiments I addressed to you " die 
of themselves a natural death,'* rather than to be at 
the trouble of refuting them. He might think the 
same in regard to what was contained in my letter to 
him^ I shall, therefore, give you a copy of the letter 
that the whole may live or " (£ie" together. The per- 
son to whom the letter was addressed is one for whom 
I have entertained a great respect, and I addressed 
him accordingly, in the foUowing mamier :- 
•• Rev. Sir, 

" The high rank you sustain in the Christian wOrld, 
involves a proportionate degree of responsibility, and 
tenders it exceedingly important that the sentixaexita 
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ycm publisli should accord with the unerring stand- 
ard» Although we entertain different opinions of the 
character of Christ, in this, I presume, we are agreed, 
that no sentiments can be of higher importance in di- 
vinity than those which represent hi§ character in a 
true light II^ therefore, Tam in error in my views of 
Christ, it is of great importance that I should be con- 
vinced. And if you are in an error, it is of much 
greater importance that you should be convinced, as 
your influence is more extensive than mine. As it re- 
spects us, individually considered, the importance may 
be equal ; but as it respects the pubUc, the disparity is 
great. 

** Lately, I have re-examined your discourses on the 
"Trinity," and " On the testimony of Christ to his 
own Divinity." I shall now submit some things to 
your serious consideration; hoping that, if I have mis- 
taken your views, you will kindly correct my mis- 
takes ; and, on the other hand, if I shall show that 
your theory is dishonorary to Christ, that you will 
candidly retract what is erroneous. For I consider 
it as a feet, that it was not your design to degrade the 
character of Christ, and that you have too much re 
gard to his glory to sacrifice it to your own. 

"In your sermon on the *' Testimony of Christ to 
his ownDivinity," you say, that " he called himself the 
Son of Ood^^^ and also called " God his Faiher^^ and 
that by each of these he Tneant " to assert his Divini- 
ty." This I esteem as correct; for if he was properly 
the ASbn of God, he was properly a Divine Person. But 
in your sermon " on the Trinity," have you not given 
ap this testimony in fiivor of the Divinity of Christ ? 
You. say that "each of the Divine Persons takes his 
peculiar name iroia the peculiar office he sustains i^ th« 



IM ON THE BEAL DIYnnTT 

economy of redemption. The first Person assumes 
the name of Father^ because he is by office the Oreo- 
tor, or AiUhor of all things, and especially of the humcm 
nature of Christ The second Person assumes the name 
of Son and Word, by virtue of }na incarnation and me- 
diatorial conduct." Hence you infer that " there seems 
to be no just foundation for the doctrine of the eternal 
generation of the Son," and " to suppose that the Son, 
in respect to his Divine nature, was begotten of the 
Father, and that the Holy Ghost proceeded £rom the 
concurrence of the Father and the Son, is to suppose 
that a Trinity of persons is not founded in the Divine 
nature, but merely in the Divine Will." You add, 
'' This opinion sets the Son as £ur below the Father as 
a creature is below the Creator." 

" According to these passages God is the Father 
only of the human nature of Christ, and the hv/man na- 
ture of Christ only is the Son of God. 

" We have next to consider what you mean by the 
" humanity of Christ." You say " he asserted his hu- 
manity on the just foimdation of having a true body 
and a reasonable soul united in the same manner as 
the soul and body are united in other men." By the 
" reasonable soul " you mean a human soul Accord- 
ingly you add, " K he had a human soul united with 
a human body, then he may be as properly denomi- 
nated a man as any of his progenitors whose names 
are mentioned in the first chapter of Matthew." 

" Thus, for the human nature of Christ we have as 
proper a man as Abraham. Of this man God was the 
" Creator or Author " by a miraculous conception. On 
this ground only is God the Father of Christ Of this 
man God is the Father^ and this man only is the Stm 
of Goi 
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" But you suppose that this man was united to the 
second Person in the Trinity, which Person was not 
by nature the Son of God. But how united? You 
observe, " It is easy to say what is not meant by it." 
It does not mean that the human nature wa& made 
Divine nature — ^Nor, on the other hand^ that his 
Divine nature was made humcm n/alur^^ — ^nor "thai 
his two natures were mixed or blended together." 

" Still then we have nothing but a m/ere man for the 
Sen of God. For God was the Father of the human 
nature only. The second Divine Person, who was 
6W, was not the Son of God ; nor was he made hu- 
man nature or even " mixed or blended" with the man 
a£ which God was the Father. Consequentl}'^, the 
Son of God was originally of no higher nature than 
David, nor did he become of Divine rwJinj^e by his 
union with the second Person, nor were the two na- 
tures so much " mixed or blended together." As, on 
your hypotiiesiSf the two natures are Qod and mjan^ 
and as it is the mxin only of which you suppose God 
to be the FaJher^ we can have as distinct a view of 
your Son of God as we can of Adam or David. And 
he is a being of precisely the sa/rrte natwre. What 
then has become of Christ's "Testimony to his own 
Divinity ?" You have taught that he meant to assert 
his Divinity by calling himself the Son of God ; but 
could he have so meant with your views of his own 
Sonship ? Did he mean to assert his Divmity by as- 
serting that his humanity was the Son^ of Qodf If 
the Jews had supposed that he meant that God was 
his Father^ in no other sense than as the " Creator or 
Autlior of his human nature," would they have ac- 
cused him of Uasphmiy ? With all his prejudices 
against Christ, I should not fear to submit the c[ue»^ 
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tion now before ns to the Higli Priest himself wto 
abjured Jesus by the living God to tell whether he 
was the Son of Qod. 

" Let us, sir, on your hypothesis, state the accusa- 
tion made to Pilate, " we have a law, and by our law 
he ought to die, because he" said that God was his 
Father, the " Oreator or AiUhor of his human nature.^ 
Can you admit that this was tlTfe import of the accu- 
sation ? K not, we must suppose that he meant, and 
was understood to mean, something by his Sonship 
very different from your explanation. 

" Do not the following things fidrly result from your 
premises? viz. 

" 1. That the Son of Oodj as such, is a mere creor 
tare, and by nature a proper human being. 

'^2. That the Son of God, as such, not only had a 
beginning, but a beginning of recent date. And no 
longer ago than the days of Herod? 

" 3. That if the Son of God be our MediatoTj we 
have precisely a Sodnian Mediator f 

" 4. That the astonishing love of God in our re^ 
demption, consists in this, that he ''spared not'' a pro- 
per man miraculously begotten, but freely delivered 
him up for us all. " Sparing not his own Son'' is the 
highest ground on which the love of God is ever 
represented. But what is this Son, on your theory, 
but a meremanf 

" 5. That the Son who sitteth on the right hand of 
the Majesty on high, whom all the angels are required 
to worship, and to whom every knee must bow, is» 
by nature, only a man? 

" 6. That the Son, whom the " Father showeth all 
things which himself doeth," and whom he hath " or- 
dained to be the Judge of the living and the dead," i8|. 
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by nature, of no liigher dignity than David, or Solo- 
mon? 

" K the hypothesis that the Son, in respect to his 
divine nature^ was begotten of the Father, " sets the 
Son as fer below the Father as a creature is below the 
Creator," to what depths has your hypothesis sunk the 
Son of God I How low, compared with the natural 
meaning of Bible language ? " Yet having one Son^ 
his weU behvedj he sent him last of all, saying. They 
wiU reverence MY Son." "He who spared not his 
own Son" &c. How different from the import of the 
language used by the Council of Nice in opposition to 
the views of Alius, " The Son was peculiarly of the 
Father, being of his substance as begotten of him." 

" I do not, I cannot, believe, that you meant to say 
any thing dishonorary to Christ But when we depart 
from the natural meaning of Scripture language we 
fell into the regions of conjecture ; and in those re- 
gions we are liable to be bewildered, and to say things 
which will not bear examination. But can you, my 
dear sir, be willing that such views of the Son of God 
^should be handed down to posterity sanctioned and 
impressed by the weight of your character? When 
posterity shall inquire what the Lord Jesus is, on your 
theory, distinct from the God of our Lord Jesus Christy 
will they not find that he is the same as on the So- 
cinian theory ? as properly a man as David, and no 
more than a mere human being ? 

" I hope, sir, you will not consider me as acting an 
unfiiencfly part in this address. If I know my own 
heart, I write with the feelings of cordial friendship 
and respect ; and with a desire that truiK may be 
thoroughly investigated. It has been my aim not to 
depart from the golden rule ; but to do as I would 
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that you and others should do unto me. And not* I 

withstanding our diversity of sentiment, I can heartily ! 

subscribe, I 

Your afifectionate friend and brother, < 

"N. W. I 

" P. S. In your Sermons you represent that the ' 
phrases " These three are one," " I and my Father are ' 
one," mean "one God, one Divine Being." But will 
the Greek text admit the word Ood after the word 
" one ?" If not, by what authority may we add it? 
When Christ prayed that all his followers, with him- 
self and the Father, might be one, even as He and the 
Fatlier are one, did he pray that aU the redeemed, with 
himself and the Father, might become " one God, one 
Divine Being?" 

" According to Mr. Milner, the Council of Nice 
resulted in exposition to the views of Arius, " That 
the Son was peculiarly of the Father, being of his 
substance as begotten of him :" And with this the I 
Nicene Creed perfectly harmonizes, so far as I can j 
understand the meaning of their language. N"o idea j 
is suggested that the Father and Son are the samt 
Being ; but Beings of the same nature as Father anij 
Son. But in subsequent Councils an addition wai 
made, by which the Father and Son were represented / 
as two distinct Persons in the same Being. Stil] 
they endeavored to maintain the relation of Father 
and Son; and considered the Son as ineffably begot 
ten of the Father. When we come down to the time 
of the Westminster Assembly, we find that venerable 
body maintaining both paAs of what we believe to be 
a contradiction. They not only declared their belid 
of the doctrine of three Persons in one God, but they 
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stated also that "It is proper to the Father to beget 
the Son, and to the Son to be begotten of the Father." 
They did not, therefore, Tnean to give up the relation 
of Jf'ather and Son by affirming the doctrine of three 
distinct Persons in one God. 

" Perceiving, as you imagined, a contradiction in 
their theory, you have boldly exploded one part of the 
contradiction that you might maintain the other. 
Viewing the doctrine of three independent Persons in 
one God as of more importance than the natwral rela- 
tion of Father and Son, you have, without much appar- 
ent reluctance, nuule a sacrifice of the natural relation 
of Father and Son, that you might consistentiy sup- 
port the doctrine of three Persons in one God. 

"Having so high authority for calling in question 
the correctness of the doctrine of three Persons in one 
God, I ventured to look into the subject for myselC 
After inquiry I was led to agree with you in opinion 
thus far, viz. that the natural relation of Farther and 
Son between God and Jesus Christ is inconsistent 
with the hypothesis of Ihree independent Pe^ons in 
one Being. But instead of exactly following your 
example, I gave up the hypothesis of three mdepen' 
dent Persons in one Being, that I might consistently 
support the relation of Father and Son. 

" The true state of the case appears to be this, — 
We have both departed from the former Trinitarian 
doctrine, on the supposition that it implied a plain 
contradiction. You have chosen to defend one part of 
the contradiction, and I the other. By thus departing 
from the theory of those who went before us, one of us 
has probably approached nearer to the simplicity of 
the gospel, and the other departed to a greater distanee. 
Being eqoallj s^iifiibld of aa inonisktenoy itt th&opiB- 

9 
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ic»ifl of our fiskthers, and having taken opposite sides of 
their supposed contradiction, it would perhaps be pio- 
per, that we should carefully examine the opposite hy- 
potheses by comparing each with the Scriptures, to 
see which harmonizes best with the most obvious 
meaning of the gospel. 

'* K the gospel plainly teaches that Gtod is Aree 
Persons, and that Jesus Christ is one of those Persons, 
then my hypothesis of proper Father and Son is un^ 
questionably erroneous. K, on the other hand, the gos- 
pel clearly represents the natural relation of Father 
and Son between God and Jesus Christ, then your hy- 
pothesis of three persons in one God is obviously e^ 
roneous. These things are stated on the supposition 
that we are correct in the opinion that these two hy- i 
potheses are inconsistent with each other. 

" Let, then, a man of integrity and discernment, who 
has never heard any thing of the disputes about the 
character of Christ, nor seen our New Testament, take 
that precious book, and read it through with care and 
impartiality ; which hypothesis would he most natu- 
rally discover, yours or mine ? In what sermon or 
discourse of Christ or his apoiles would he find God 
represented as three Persons ? But how often would 
he find Ood represented as the Father of Christ, and 
Christ as the Son of God ? On what grgund would 
he find Divine hve represented in our redemption? 
Where would he find it represented on this ground, 
that God is three Persons, and that one of those Per- 
sons became united to a manf But would he find 
any difficulty in discovering that " God so loved the 
world that he gave his only begotten Son to be a pro- 
pitiation for our sins?" What would he think on 
findingi that Christ so commonly, in speaking of Qod^ 
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ased this £uniliar language — ^^my fa^kerV^ What 
vould he suppose Christ Tneant by speaking so much 
of his Father's sending him, loving him, teaching him, 
commanding him, committing all judgment to him, 
delivering all things into his hand, giving him all 
power in heaven and earth? And of his coming not to 
do his own will; coming^om Ghdajidgoing to Oodf 
Would the impartial inquirer suppose by any of these, 
or any other of Christ's representations that God was 
three Persons, and that the Son was one of the three ? 
Would he not, in feet, find, that God has spoken of 
Christ, and conducted towards him as we should nat- 
urally expect he would do, if Christ were his ovm Son f 
Would he not also find, that Christ has spoken of God, 
and conducted towards God, as we might reasonably 
expect he would do, if God were his own Father f If 
the impartial reader would find no declaration in the 
Bible expressing the doctrine that God is three dis- 
tinct Persons; but should find the gospel full of repre- 
sentations agreeing with the hypothesis of the na/tural 
relation of Father and Son, between God and Jesus 
Christ; which part of the contradiction would he 
adopt, y&uo's or mineP 

In writing, sir, to our brother, it was my aim to 
make an honest comparison of the things he had pub- 
lished. Yet I believed it to be possible that I might 
missapprehend his 'meaning, and, of course, make in- 
correct dedmtions. On this accoimt I requested that 
lie would kindly correct my mistakes, i^ in any thing 
I had misapprehended his meaning. Whether he 
thought it would be too great condescension in him 
to correct my mistakes, or whether he was aware that 
he could not mend the matter by any explanation 
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wliich lie could give, you must determine for youiael£ 
It is, however, possible that he might have good recu 
sons for not replying, which have not come to my 
knowledge. 

This writer seems to have been aware^ that^ in his 
explanations of the Trinity and of the Sonship of 
Christ, he had departed £rom the £sdth of former Trini- 
tarians. Thus he writes — " Many have supposed that 
the xSbn, the second person in the Trinity, is, in some 
mysterious manner, begotten of the FaiherJ" 

This '^many " included not only the Westminster 
Assembly of Divines, with all their adherents, but the i 
Council of Nice and a multitude which no man can 
number. It is true indeed that the Council of Nice I 
did not suppose God to be three persons; but they | 
supposed Christ to be **iy nature the Son of God;^'— 
''of the substance of the Father as begotten of him.^ 
But this opinion our good brother has censured as set- 
ting '' the Son as &r below the Father as a creature 
is below the Creator" If this censure be just, it fills 
luith aU its weight on your hypothesis ; and the great 
body of Trinitarians of past ages are represented as 
entertaining a belief which " sets the Son as far below 
the Father as a creature is below the Creator." 

Calvin you will admit as an orthodox Trinitarian. 
Let us attend for a moment to his testimony. 

" We indeed do confess that the Mediator who was 
bom of the Virgin is properly the Son of God. For 
Christ, in that he is man, could not be the mirror of 
the inestimable favor of God, unless this dignity were 
given him to be, and* to be called, the only begotten 
Son of God. But in the mean while the definition of 
the church standeth firmly established that he is ooun* 
ted the Son of Ood^ because he being the Wobd b^ 
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goUien of the FaOier hefyre aU worlds^ did, by hypos- 
tatical tmion, take upon him the nature of man." — 
Calvin's InstL p. 228. 

'' Seryetus, and other such frantic men would have 
it^ that Christ who appeared in the flesh is the Son 
of Gk>d, because out of the flesh he could not be called 
by that name." — " "We grant indeed that Christ is, in 
the flesh of man, called the Son, but not as the faith- 
ful are, that is, by adoption and grace; but the trws 
and naturalf and, therefore, the only Son, that by this 
mark he may be discerned from all others. For God 
Youchsafeth to give the name of his sons to us who 
are r^enerate into a new life ; but the name of the 
true and only begotten Son he giveth to Christ only. 
How can he be the onb/ Son among so many brethren, 
but because he possesseth that by nature which we 
possess by giftV^ — ^p. 224. 

" According to the common use of the Hebrew 
tongue, he is called the Son of man, because he is of 
the offspring of Adam. By the contrary I affirm, that 
he is called the Som of Ood in respect to the Godhead 
and eternal essence ; because it is no less proper that 
it be referred to the nature of Ood that he is called the 
Son of Ood, than to the nature of man that he is called 
the Son ofman.*^ — ^p. 225. 

Thus you may see that the orthodoxy of Calvin 
did not secure him from the censure of holding an 
opinion which " sets the Son as fer below the Father 
sk a creature is below the Creator." 

I am aware that passages might be quoted from 
Calvin which could not easily be reconciled to those 
which have been now exhibited. But Calvin is not 
the only Trinitarian who has advanced, and attempt- 
ed to support, oorytradictoTy hypotheses. 
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Since the publication of my letters to you, muck 
pains have been taken to einmlate t)ie idea that my 
views of the Son of God do not distinguish him from | 
a created being. But the censure quoted firom our | 
brother was published long before my letters to you; • 
and it was your hypothesis and iM>t m«ne, that he | 
meant to condemn. Is it not^ then, tin^e for you to 1 
inquire on what ground you cw defend yourseK j&om 
the charge of holding an opinion which '* sets the Son 
as &r below the Falser as a creature is below the 
Creator?" 

Mr. Brown, who was with you in sentiment, in his | 
Dictionary of the Bible, under the word " Chri^^ has i 
passed as severe a censure on the hypothesis of our 
brother as he has on yours. He says, " To pretend | 
that Christ is called the (mly begotten Son of God, be- 
cause God sent him as our Mediator^ or because of bis 
miraculoics conception by the Virgin, is not only groumd- 
lees and absurd^ but even hlasphemousy j 

ThuH Trinitarian writers contradict and condemn | 
one another; and if Trinitarians are the only good \ 
people, " who then can be saved?" 

P. S. The great diversity which has prevailed in 
the Christian world on the subject of the Trinity, wjq 
be in some degree understood from the following ex- 
tracts from a note in Ben Afordecai's Letters, VoL I 
page 153, annexed to this sentence : '^ the Chri^tiaDS 
have never agreed upon the sense of the propoaitions 
they disputed about" 

Ch/ril and Athanasitts di^ne a person to be '^ Bsfiw- 
taa cum suis quibusdam pToprietatibufl^ ab iis qu8^ suat 
ejusdem qjedeinumero diflferens." Cudworth, p. 60iB. 

Ihr. Waierland aUowa Ferson and Inteliige^ Joeing 
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to be the same, p. 350. Iteplj to Dr. Waterland'a 
Defence, 852. 

Mr. Locke defines person to be a thinking, intelli- 
gent being, that has reason and reflection, and can 
consider itself as itsel£ [Doddridge says, ''the word 
person commonly signifies one single, intelligent, vol- 
. untary agent, or conscious being ; and this we choose 
to call the philosophical sense of the word ; but in i^ 
political sense it may express the diiferent relations 
supported by the same philosophical person ; v. q. the 
same man may be father, husband," &c. and after- 
wards says, "If it be inquired in what sense the word 
person is used in the proposition, (respecting the three 
Persons in the Godhead,) we answer, it must at least 
be true in Sk political sense, yet cannot amount to so 
much 9&9k philosophical personality, unless we allow a 
plurality of Gods." — So that Doddridge was only a 
modal Trinitarian."] 

The Greek fathers said there were three Hypostases ; 
which the Latins rejected as signifying three generi- 
cal svhsiances^ and accused the Greeks of Arianism. 
The Latins used the wordjper^on (persona) ; the Greeks 
rejected that as signifying no real^ but only a modal 
distinction, and accused the Latins of Sabellianism. 
Athanasius summoned a council upon it to quiet the 
division ; and it was found they were both of the 
same opinion, and only differed about words ; upon 
which the Syno4» decreed, that thenceforth the Ghredc 
hyposkuis and the Latin persona should be taken in 
the same sense, to vaeBXi particular substance. But the 
schoolmen hare confounded the subject more than 
c^vvTy by exjpkdning hypostasis to sigxdfy Skperson dm-. 
Uiigitishedfrom the sub^ancs; in which sense it is used 
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by the Eomish church, but was never uBed befotOi 
and is utterly unintelligible. j 

Mr. B. Bennet^ in his Irenicum, p. 81, tells us, the I 
Augustan Confession uses the word person not for a i 
part or quality, but for that which properly subsists. , 

The Wtrfemicrgr Confession says, " tres proprietates ' 
per se subsistentes;" but whether the distinction of 
persons be real or modal^ is a question. 

A learned controvertist says, the distinction is 
something less than modal, and greater than reaL 

Dr. South makes the Persons to be internal rela- 
tions of the one substance of the Deity to itself. | 

Dr. Wailis makes them external relations of the one i 
substance of the Deity to mankind. 

Zanchy ssLja, a Person is nothing but the Divine I 
essence, distinguished, and as it were individuated by , 
a certain personal property. 

Junius thinks, the Persons are distinguished firom 
the essence in notion only ; ratione tantum; ab invuxm i 
reaU distinctione : but really distinguished. 

Lud. GapeUus says, nonre, sed ratione. | 

Mr. Baxter says, he is past doubt, there is in Qod a | 
trinity of essential, formal, inadequate conceptions or ! 
primalities; viz. vital, active power, intellect, and | 
will. Baxter's Works, vol. 11. p. 132. 

Dr. Doddridge gives the following: — Mr. ffotoe 
seems to suppose that there are three distinct^ eternal 
spirits, or distinct^ intelligent hypostases; which, on 
account of their consent, affection, and mutual sdf-^ 
consciousness, may be called the one God. 

Dr. Waterland, Abraham Taylor, with the rest of 
the Athanasians, assert three proper distinct persons^ 
entirely equal to and independent on each other^ yet 
making up one and the same Being. 
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£pn Pearson^ with* wliom Bp. BuU and Dr. Owen 
also agree, is of opinion, that though the Father is 
iSaj&founUiin of the Deity, the whole Divine nature is 
coTnmunicated from the Father to the Son, and from 
both to the Spirit ; yet so as that the Father and Son 
are not separate, nor separable from the Divinity, 
but do still eodst in U^ and are most intimately united 
to it. 

Dr. Watts maintained one supreme God dwelling 
in the human nature of Christ, which he supposes^ to 
have existed the first of all creatures ; and speaks of 
the Divine Logos, as the wisdom of God, and the 
Holy Spirit as the divine power , or the influence and 
effect of it ; which he says is a scriptural person ; i. e. 
spoken oi figuratively in Scripture, under personal 
obaracteis. 

Others, to avoid the inconvenience of defining, say 
in general, that there are 

Three D^erences ; as Dr. TiUotson: 

Three DiversiUes; as Bp. Burnet: 

Three Somewhats; as Dr. WaUis: 

Three Subsistences; as Archbishop Seeker. 

Sl Augustine being asked what the three are, says^ 
Human learning is scanty, and affords not terms to 
express it ; 'tis therefore answered, " three persons, 
not as if that was to the purpose, but somewhat must 
be said, and we must not be silent." Aug. de. Trin. 
L 5. a 9. 

The word Om»rt9i, or consvbstantial, was no more 
determinate than the word Person. It was rejected 
by thp eighty fitthers who condemned Paulus Samo- 
Batenus, as SabeUian ; and within fifty years was made 
the test of orthodoxy. 1. It was understood by the 
Athana^siamjs to signify the same Idnd of substance as 
8* 
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are the trunk and the branches and leaves of a trM; li 
or the sun, its light, and derivative light ; yet so ex* ;i 
isting, as that the second and third should depend on I 
its original ; as the light upon the sun. 2. By Otr- | 
gory Kysseti^ Cyrils &c., it was understood to mean the 
same kind of substance' existing independently ; as 
three men. 8. By the Mbntanists, it was understood 
that the Son and Spirit existed as parts of the Divine 
substance. 4. By the SabeUians, as one and the saine 
identical whole substance. 5. By JSitsebiuSj merelj 
that the Son was not of the substance of the creatures, 
dividing all substance into created and divine. 6. B^y 
the LcUeran Council, in a sense, if intelligible, very 
little, if at all, different &om the JSaheUians, and tho 
ancient opinion of Samosatenus. I 

Natub£ is another technical term, much used in th^ 
dispute between the JEkUychians and Nesiorians ; and 
the meaning of it is as uncertain. De Bodon^ a learn* 
ed Frenchman, says, it is taken in nine senses ; and 
Mr. Richard Baxter says, " the sense was not agreed 
on before they disputed the matter." Ch. His. p. 98. 

" Though the Nestoriane still go for desperate here- 
sies, I verily believe, says Mr. Baxter, that all the 
quarrel was about ambiguous words." 

Nestorius believed the Divine and human nature of 
Christ were united, non hypostasi, sed habitudine. 

Eutyches was condemned for affirming, that Christ 
had but one nature, after the two natures weretunited. 

Dioscurus said, that Christ is of two natures, but 
not that he is or has two natures. The Eutychians 
said, he was ex duahus naturis ; others, in diLcAys no- 
turis ; and Oyril reproves Nestorius for asserting only ' 
an union secundum personam^ and not secundum na;kh ' 
ram ; and one of Quintianus^ anathemas was, If any 
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8AJ, God Man, and not Grod and Man, let him be ao« 
emsed. Baxter's Ch. Hist 120, &c &c 

Thei» is mnch more in the note from which this is 
eztracfeed, on the other questions to which this subject 
gftTe lise ; and however difficult it may seem to have 
been orthodox in the days of the Nestorians^ it would 
appear by the following extract from the pio\is and 
orthodox Bishop Beveridge, that the difficulty is in 
no degree diminished in our days. 

" We are now to consider the order of those persons 
in the Trinity described in the words before us, Matt, 
xxviiL 19. First, the Father, and then the Son, and 
then the Holy Ghost ; every one of which is really 
and truly God ; and yet they are all but one real and 
true GtxL A mystery, which we are all bound to be- 
lieve, but yet must have a great care how we speak of 
it, it being both easy and dcmgerous to mistake in e^. 
pressing so mysterious a truth as this is. If we t/n^j^ 
of it, how hard is it to imagine one numerically Divine 
nature in more than one and the same Divine person f 
Or, three Divine persons, in no more than one and the 
same Divine nature ? If we speak of it, how hard is 
it to find out words to express it ? If I say, the Father 
Son, and Holy Ghost be three, and every one distinct^ 
ly God, it is true; but if I say they be three, and 
every one a distinct God, it is false. I may say, the 
Divine persons are distinct in the Divine nature • but 
I cannot say, that the Divine nature is divided into the 
Divine persons. I may say, God the Father is one 
God, and the Son is one God, and the Holy Ghost is 
one God, but I cannot say, that the Father is one God 
and the Son another God, and the Holy Ghost a third 
God. I may say, the Father begat another who is 
God; yet I cannot say, that he begat another God. 
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And from the Father and the Son proceedeth anothe! 
who is God ; yet I cannot say, from the Father and j 
the Son proceedeth another God. For all this while, j 
though their nature be the same, their persons are 
distinct; and though their persons be distinct, yet 
still their nature is the same. So that^ though the 
Father be the first person in the Godhead^ the Son the 
second, the Holy Ghost the third ; yet the Father is 
not the first, the Son a Second, and the Holy Ghost a 
third God. So hard a thing is it to word so great a 
mystery ar^ht ; or to fit so high a truth with expres- J 
SLons suitable and proper to it, without going one way I 
or another from it." Bishop Beveridge^s PrivaJU \ 
IhoughtSj part ii p. 48, 49. 

The same Bishop adds, a few pages fiirther on-— 
'^ This is the principal, if not the only characteristical 
note whereby to distinguish a Christian from anothei 
man ; yea, from a Turk ; for this is the chief thing 
that the Turks both in their Koran and other writiDgs 
upbraid Christians for, even because they believe a 
Trinity of persons in the Divine nature. For which 
cause they frequently say, they are people that believe 
God hath companions ; so that, take away this article 
of our Christian &ith, and what depends upon it, and 
there would be but little difference between a Chris- 
tian and a Turk." 

How different the language of the admirable Jeremy 
Trdyhr! '^He that goes about to speak of and to un- 
derstand the mysterious Trinity, and does it by words 
and names of man's invention, or by such which sig- 
nify contingently, if he reckon this mystery by the 
mythology of numbers, by the cabala of letters, by the 
distinctions of the school, and by the weak inventions 
of diiputing people ; if he only talks of essences axi4 
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existences, hypostases and personaUties, distinctions 
without diflference, and priority in co-eqnalities, and 
unity m pluraUiieSj and of superior predicates of no 
larger extent tlian the inferior subjects, he may amuse 
himself, and find his understanding will be like St 
Peter's upon the mount of Tabor at the transfigura- 
tion : he may build three tabernacles in his head, and 
talk something he knows not what — But the good 
man that feels the power of the Father, and he to 
whom the Son is become wisdom, righteousness, sanc- 
tification and redemption, he in whose heart the love 
of the Spirit of God is spread abroad, to whom God 
hath commxmicated the Holy Spirit, the Comforter ; 
this man, though he understands nothing of "that which 
is unintelligible, yet he only understands the myste- 
riousness of the Holy Trinity." Taylor's SuppL Ser 
mons, p. 91. 



PABT IIL 

ON THE CHARACTER OF THE HOLY SPmiT. 



LETTER !• 

BT THE HOLY SPIRIT IS INTENDED THE SAME AS 

THE FULNESS OF GOD. 
Rsv. SiRf 

Having stated to you my views of the Father and I 
the Son, the character of the Holy Spirit will now be 
considered. On this point jhe oracles of God are our 
only guide ; and to their dictates it behoves us to sub* 
mit with reverence. 

You will not consider me insensible of mj accounta' | 
bility to God in regard to my writings : nor can you 
reasonably view me as having any interest to promote^ 
aside &om the promotion of trutii. 

If your views of the Holy Spirit are according to 
truth, certainly there can be nothing for me to gain by 
advancing and advocating a different hypothesis : un- 
less it may be for my advantage to expose myself to 
censure and reproach. 

On 'the other hand, if my views are according to ■ 
truth, it is as important for you, as it is for me, to un- , 
derstand and admit them. ' 

Your having so great a majority of the Christian 
world on your side, is not sufficient to secure to you 
the approbation of God. Be entreated to keep these 
things in mind, while you read and reflect on the im- 
portant subject now before us. 

From what you have akeady seen on the character 
of God and his Son, you have doubtless concluded, 
that in my view the Holy Spirit is not a self-existent 

182 
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Person. You nill now see, that in my view the Holy 
Spirit iBOomprehendedin the self-existence of Jehoyah^ 
hut vnihouithsiinetpersoTuzlity. The tenns Holy Spirit, 
or Holy Ghost, as nsed in Scripture, do not appear to 
me intended to express another JPenon besides the Fa- 
ther and the Son ; yet, to my understanding, these 

^ terms conyey an idea of that ifbkii is of 7ko less estima'^ 
tion. It is tAn^inGodfby whichheisable to do good 
tmd commxmicate, either immediately, or through the 

^^ instrumentality of other agents. 

* By the Holy Spirit, radically considered, the same 
^ is understood as by the phrase, theyu&iewq/*&(Nl. Yet 
' the terms Hdy Spirit^ are, it is thought, most com- 
monly applied to HbR productive^ efficient emanations of 
Divine fulness. 

The following phrases appear to be perfectly synony- 
mous — ^The Holy Ohost — ^the Holy Spirit — the Spirit 
of Ood — the SIpirit of the Lord — ^the S^rit of the Lord 
Qod — ^ihe Spirit of the Father, That these are synony- 
mous, will pibbably not be denied by any person well 
acquainted with 1iie Scriptures. And should any 
one be disposed to deny it, the idea may be fairly es- 
^ tablished by comparing Scripture with Scripture. 

My ideas of the Spirit may be better understood by 
a little attention to some Scnripture metaphors. — God 
is represented by the metaphor of the natural Sun. 
"The Lord God is a Sun." Then the rays of light 

* and heat, which emanate or proceed firom the sun, are 
an emblem of the ^^Holy Spirit which proceedetkjrom 
the Father.^' Like the rays of the sun, those divine 
emanations of the ftilness of God, illuminate^ quichcf^ 
invigorate, 9Xid fructify. 

God is also represented as a Fountain of living wa- 

* ten. If we consider the Fountain as in the earth| 
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then the eflfusions or streams which proceed from thfl 
Fountain may represent the Holy Spirit Bnt if we j 
consider the Fountain as a fountain of vapor in the , 
air, then the showers of rain or dew will properly le- I 
present the emandtions of Divine fulness. 

By the Holy Spirit, or the Spirit of Q-od, is not, in 
my view, intended any one attribute merely, but all 
those attributes whioh are implied in the fulness or 

ALL-SUFFICIENCY of God. 

Before an attempt to explain those texts of Scrip- 
ture which have been supposed to import that the 
Spirit of God is a distinct Person fix)m the Father and 
the Son, it may be well to exhibit a part of the con' 
siderations which have had influence on my mind in 
favor of giving up that opinion. 

1. It has appeared to me inconsistent to suppose 
that the Spirit should be both a self existent Person 
and the Spirit of a Person ; yet the Spirit is spoken 
of as the Spirit of a Person twenty times to its being | 
once spoken of as though it were a distinct Person. 
There are indeed several instances in which the Hohr i 
Spirit is personified or spoken of as it would be ni 
tural to spef^k of a Person; but the number of these J 
instances is much less than was expected previous to j 
ifiquiry. And it is observable that the spirit or soul 
of man is also personified in the Bible, and spoken oi 
as though it were something distinct firom llie man ; 
or as though the man and his spirit were two persons. 
Instances of this are perhaps nearly as numerous as 
the instances in which the Spirit of God is personified. 
But it ought to be distinctly noted, that when we have 
become habituiited to the sentiment that by the Holy 
Spirit is igitended a Person^ the idea of a Person will 
immediately arise in our minds, upon hearing or see- 
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ing the words Holy Spirit or Holy Ghost So if we 
had been taught from our infancy that the natural sun 
is a person, then we should think of it as such when- 
ever it should come into view. This may account for 
its having been supposed that there is much in the 
Scriptures in favor of the distinct personality of the 
Holy Spirit 

In general, throughout the Bible, the Holy Spirit is 
spoken of as the Spirit of a person, just as we speak 
of the spirit of man as the spirit of a person; and in 
the same manner as the sacred writers speak of the 
attributes of God ; not as distinct Persons, but as 
something of a Person, or m a Person, or belonging 
to a Person. The inspired writers speak of the Spirit 
of Man, the Spirit of God, the Spirit of the Lord, 
the "Wisdom of God, the Power of God, the Goodness 
of God, and the Will of God. 

We may also observe, that when God speaks of the 
Spirit, he says, "my Spirit," just as he says, "my 
Power," "my Goodness," &c. These and similar 
forms of speech, respecting the Holy Spirit, are very 
numerous in the Bible, and they naturally convey the 
idea that the Spirit of God is not a distinct Person^ 
but the Spirit of a Person ; as naturally as the forms 
of speech respecting Wisdom, Power, and Goodness, 
convey the idea that they are attributes of a Person, 
and not so many distinct Persons. 

If it were admitted, that the term God means three 
self-existent Persons^ even on that supposition the 
phrase, the Spirit of God, would not imply that the 
Spirit is one of those Persons, but it would be the 
Spirit of three Persons. 

If the Holy Spirit be a self-existent Person distinct 
£com the Fath^, it is doubtless an important truth, and' 
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one which we should not expect would hare been Tm» 
revealed until the taking place of the gospel dispensa- 
tion. Yet may it not be said with safety, that there k 
no more evidence in the Old Testament of the distinck 
personality of the Holy Spirit, than there is of the dis- 
tinct personality of the Power of Grod, or the Know- 
ledge of God, or the Goodness of God ? For, as before 
observed, the Spirit is uniformly spoken of as some- 
thing belonging to God, and not as a distinct Peis(»L ' 

The phrases "the Spirit of God," "the Spirit of the 
Lord," "my Spirit," "thy Spirit," "his Spirit," are 
the usual phrases by which the Holy Spirit is r^re- 
sented in the Old Testament. The terms, "the Holy 
Ghost," are not, I think, to be found in it. The terms, 
Holy Spirit, are found three times ; and in each of 
those instances it is spoken of as the spirit of a per- 
son, and not as being a self-existent Person. " Take 
not thy Holy Spirit from me." "And vexed his Holy 
Spirit " — " And put his Holy Spirit within him." Un- 
less, then, the saints under the Old Testament had 
some evidence which has not come to us, was it pos- 
sible that they shoidd believe that by the Spirit of 
God, or the Holy Spirit, was intended an independent 
Person co-eternal with the Father ? 

The manner of representing the Holy Spirit in the 
Old Testament is common in the New. — We often 
read, in the New Testament, of the " Spirit of God," 
the " Spirit of the Lord ;" we also read of the " Spirit 
of the Father," and " his Holy Spirit." 

Some writers, if I have not misunderstood them, 
have been disposed to make a distinction between 
what they call "the personal Spirit," and the Spirit 
of God or the emanations of Divine fulness ; but I 
have not beeil able to find any ground for this distino* 
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tion. That whicli is called the Spirit of God, or the 
Spirit of the Lord, in one place, is called the Holy 
Ghost in another. In the prophecy of Isaiah, we 
have several predictions respecting the Son of God, 
and his being endued with the Spirit of the Lord— 
" I have put my Spirit upon him*" — " The Spirit of 
the Lord God is upon me," &c. These predictions 
were fulfilled on the day of Christ's baptism, when 
the Holy Ghost descended upon him. Matthew says, 
" The Spirit of God descended :" Mark and John sim- 
ply say, " the Spirit descended ;" but Luke, in giving 
the same account, says, "the Holy Ghost descended." 
From these passages it is evident, that " the Spirit," 
" the Spirit of the Lord," " the Spirit of God," and 
^' the Holy Ghost," mean the same thing. Moreover, 
when the Holy Ghost was given to the apostles* in 
such an extraordinary manner, on the day of Pente- 
cost, Peter in his Sermon said, " This is that which 
was spoken of by the prophet Joel, And it shall come 
to pass in the last days, saith God, that I will pour 
out of my Spirit upon all flesh." 

There is another class of parallel texts which may 
help us to some correct ideas of the Holy Spirit 
When Christ sent forth his disciples to preach, he 
forewarned them that they should be brought before 
governors and kings for his sake. " But," said he, 
" when they deliver you up, take no thought how or 
what ye shall speak ; for it shall be given you in that 
same hour what ye shall speak : for it is not ye that 
speak, but the Spirit of your Father which speaketh 
in you." [Matt. x. 19, 20.] This is Matthew's repre- 
sentation. — ^Mark expresses the same thing thus, 
" For it is not ye that speak, but the Holy Ghost," 
[Mark xiii. 11.] — ^Luke says, " For the Holy Ghost 
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shall teach you in the same hour what je ought to 
say." [xiL 12.] And Luke, in another place, repeats 
this, or a similar promise of Christ, in these words, 
" For I will give you a mouth, and wisdom, which all 
your adversaries shall not be able to gainsay nor ro: 
sist." [ch. xxi. 15.] From these several passages 
compared, it clearly appears, that the Spirit of the 
Father, and the Holy Ghost^ are the same thing ; that 
the Spirit of the Father spfeaking in them^ the Holy 
Ghost's speaking, the Holy Ghost's teaching them 
what they ought to speak, and Christ's giving them 
a mouth and wisdom, are all of the. same import ; and 
that the sum of the promise to the apostles was, that 
they should be endued with supernatural sufficiency or 
assistance on such occasions. 

2. That the Holy Spirit, or the Spirit of God, is 
not a distinct Person, may appear from a number of 
other terms which are used as synonymous. 

The breath of the Lord is used as synonymous with 
the Spirit of the Lord. The wicked are represented 
as consumed both by the " hrealh of the Lord," and by 
the " SpirU of the Lord"—" By the blast of God they 
perish, and by the hreaXk of his mouth are they con- 
sumed" — " And then shall that wicked be revealed 
whom the Lord shall consume with the Spirit of his 
inouih.^^ Moreover, as an emblem of giving the Spirit^ 
Christ breathed on his disciples, and said, " Eeceive ye 
the Holy Ghost."* 

The HAND of the Lord and the Spirit of the Lord 
are used as synonymous. " So the Spirit of the 
Lord lifted me up, and took me away — but the hand 
of the Lord was stronjg upon me " — '• By his Spirit 

* The Spirit of the Lord, and the bretUhof the Lord<are the same 
in the origmai Is the breath of the Lord a Person t If not^ neither 
IB the Spirit of the Lord or the Holy Sfnrit 
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he hath garnished the Heavens ; his hand hath formed 
the crooked serpent " — " The heavens are the work 
of thy hand " — " And the hand of the Lord was with 
them, and a great multitude believed and turned to 
the Lord," 

The finger of God and the Spirit of God are sy- 
nonymous. "By his Spirit he hath garnished the 
heavens " — " I consider the Heavens the work of thy 
fingers " — " But if I cast out devils by the Spirit of 
Oodf then the kingdom of God is come unto you " — 
"But if I with the yErigrcr of Ood cast out devils, no 
doubt the kingdom of God is come upon you." 

Can it be viewed as proper or respectfiil to speak 
of one self-existent Person as the breaih^ the hand^ €sr 
the finger J of another co-equal Person ? 

As tiie arm, the hand, or the finger of a person is 
subordmate to his will, so the Spirit of God is uni- 
formly represcAted as subordinate to the will of Goi 
And as any thing which is done by the hand of a man^ 
is done by the man, so any thing which is done by 
the Spirit of God, is done by Ood. Accordingly, in 
the Scriptures, the same thinga are at one time attri- 
buted to God, and at another to the Spirit of God, or 
the Holy Spirit. 

3. The metaphors made use of in Scripture to re- 
present the Spirit^ the act of giving or sending the 
Spirit, and the descent of the Spirit, are clearly against 
the opinion that the Spirit is a distinct Person. Water 
is the metaphor most frequently used to represent the 
Spirit ; and the act of sending or giving the Spirit is 
represented by pouring out, shedding forth, sprinkling^ 
washing, or baptizing; and the descent of the Spirit is 
compared to the descent of rain and dew. 

Giving the Spirit is also compared to giving water 
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to drink, and to anointing with oil. . And in Tefe^ 
ence to the impression the Spirit makes on the hearts 
of saints, it is compared to ink. 

Can jou, sir, suppose, that these metaphors and r^ 
presentations properly apply to a Person, or to the 
act of sending a self-existent Person? JPauring out 
and sprinkling are perhaps the most common meta* 
phors to represent the act of sending the Holy ^irit: 
and what metaphors could you invent more improper 
to represent the act of sending a Person ? It is GoD 
who says, " I will pour out my Spirit." And if you 
say by God is meant only one of three self-existent 
Persons, will you also say that one self-existent Per- 
son promises that he will pour out another self-exist* 
ent Person ? 

Permit me, sir, to ask, what do you mean when you 
pray to God to pour out his Spirit? Do you mean 
to ask one self-existent Person to powr out another? 
Do you not mean to ask God to make a gracious dis* 
play of his fulness for the production of some im- 
portant effects ? 

When you speak of a great aut-powring of the 
Spirit of God, do you mean to represent that one sdf* 
existent Person has made a great ovi-pouring of anv 
other co-equal Person ? Do you not mean that Gtod 
has made a great display of his power, wisdom, and 
goodness, upon the hearts and minds of men? It is 
presumed you wiU admit that the latter is your mean*- 
ing. • And it is a comforting thought that my views of 
the Spirit not only accord with the natural import of 
Scripture language, but with what appearsto be thereat 
views of God's people in their prayers for the Spirit. 

4. The Spirit of God is spoken of in the Seriptuies 
asBomething which may be given hymeaswe^ or wAr 
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wA measwre; and wlien communicated or displayed 
ly measure, we may speak of a residue. 

After Jolin the Baptist had seen the emblem of the 
descent of the Holy Spirit upon the Son of God, he 
not only bare record that He is the Son of God, but 
also that '^He whom God hath sent, speaketh the 
words of God ; for God giveih not the Spinit hy mea^ 
eure unto Am." In this verse, the Son's having the 
Spirit without measure, is given as the reason why 
the words which he speaketh are the vxyrds of OodL 

As the Son of God had the Spirit not by measure, so 
he had it in a manner that he could communicate it to 
others; therefore John ftirther testified, " This is He, or 
the same is He, which baptizeih with the Holy OhosV^ 
But while the Son had the Spirit without measure, 
the apostles and saints had it by meoMtre. 

The prophet Malachi, in bearing testimony against 

the conduct of the Jews in putting away their wives, 

brings into view the wise conduct of God in creation, 

in making but one vx/man for one man — " And did not 

he make one? yet had he the residue of the Spirit^ 

The idea intended to "be communicated appears to be 

this, that God did not neglect to make more than one 

woman for one man through any defect of wisdom, 

power, or goodness. Had it been best, he was aU- 

sufficient to have made more, and would have done it. 

Does not, then, this text plainly suggest, that by the 

Spirit is intended the fulness or all-suffixnency of God? 

And do not the phrases, the Spirit by measure, and the 

residue of the Spirit, naturally oppose the opinion that 

by the Spirit is intended a distinct and independent 

Person ? 

As infinite wisdom saw fit not to place me on a^ level 

with jou, and most of my brethren in the xmnisti^ 
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in respect to the advantages of a learned education, 
jou may think it improper for me to suggest anj ar- 
gument from the Greek language respecting the Hdj 
Spirit But not pretending to much knowledge of 
that language, permit me to ask a few questions. Aro 
not the articles and pronouns in the Greek language^ 
agreeing with the terms Holy Spirit, uniformly of ^ 
neuter gender ? And are not the articles and pronouns 
agreeing with the Father and Son, of the mascuUne 
gender ? And what is the ground of this distinction, 
if the Spirit be a proper person ? 

In reply to these questions, it has been said, that the 
noun. Spirit, is of the neuter gender ; and the genius 
of the Greek language requires, of course, that tiie ar- 
ticles and pronouns should be of the neuter gender. 
All this is easily believed ; nor is it seen that, in this 
respect, the genius of the Greek language differs fix)m 
our own. But why, sir, is the noun neuter ? And how 
did you know that it was neuter, but by the neuter ao- 
tides and pronouns? Had masculine articles and 
pronouns been uniformly used throughout the New 
Testament, a^ agreeing with the noun, Spirit, would 
you ever have known or thought that the noun was 
of the neuter gender ? 

In some instances, the translators give us the pro- 
nouns, agreeing with the Spirit, in the neuter gender, 
according to the Greek — " The Spirit itself beareth 
witness with our Spirit." — " The Spirit itself maketh 
intercession for us." — Instead of itself they might 
have said himself, as well as to have given us Jie, his^ 
him, for it, its, &c. And if they had as uniformly 
given us the pronouns in the neuter, as they are so 
in the Greek, the appearance of the Spjoit's being a 
diitinct Person would have been nearly excluded £coxa 
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the Bible. And we should have as much reafion to 
^ suppose that by " our Spirits " are intended Persons 
distinct from ourselves, as that by the " Spirit of 
God " is intended a Person distinct from the Father. 
This probably would have been completely the case, 
unless we should have had some source of information, 
by which we should have been able to correct the 
natural import of inspired language. 

This subject of the pronouns is not introduced as 
having had any influence in forming my opinion of 
the Holy Spirit. It was formed previous to any in- 
formation on this particular. Yet, in my view, this 
circumstance corroborates that opinion, and is worthy 
of the most serious attention. 

No person, in conversation with me, has pretended 
to deny the feet, that the pronouns in Greek for the 
Spirit are of the neuter gender ; and no one has given 
me any satisfactory reason why they should be trans- 
lated as personal pronouns of the masculine gender. 
It is, however, possible, that you, or some other per- 
son, may yet do it ; but imtU it is done, you will 
allow me to consider the argument in view, as of 
great weight against the personality of the Holy Spirit 



LETTER II. 

SOME PASSAGES CONSIDEBED, WHICH HAVE BEEN 
SUPPOSED TO SUPPOET THE PEBSONALlTY OF THE 
HOLY SPIBIT. 

Rev. Sm, 

It may be proper now to pay some attention to those 
passages of Scripture, which have been supposed 
most certainly to imply the distinct personaUty of the 
Poly Spirit. 



A 



1 
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1 Cor. ii. 10. " The Spirit searcheth all things, 
yea the deep things of God." j 

This passage has much of the appearance of favo^ * 
ing the personality of the Spirit. But if we candidly j 
attend to the following verse, this appearance may j' 
disappear — " For what man knoweth the things of a r 
man, save the spirit of man that is in him? Even f"^ 
so, the things of God knoweth no man, but the JSpiril "I 
of God." It is obvious, that the Spirit of God is here I . 
represented as bearing the same relation to God, as f f 
the spirit of a man does to the man. But as a man 
and his spirit are but one person, so God and his 
Spirit are represented as one Person. Sj 

Mr. Jones has quoted the last of these verses, to 
prove, in opposition to Arians, that the Spirit of God | 
is essentially God, as truly so as the spirit of man is j 
essentially man. This text does indeed afford a con- ^ 
elusive argument against the Arian hypothesis ; but ' 
it also affords an argument equally conclusive against 
the hypothesis of Mr. Jones. It is on the ground of " 
the comparison or parallel exhibited in the text, that j ^ 
Mr. Jones shows this text to be opposed to the Arian , 
scheme ; and on the same ground it is as clearly op * ^ 
posed to his own, unless he would undertake to say j ^ 
that a man and his spirit are two persons. If he , ^ 
could make this appear to be true, then he might well I ^ 
argue that God and his Spirit are also two Persons, i ^ 

Acts V. 8. "But Peter said, Ananias, why hath ' 
Satan filled thine heart to lie unto the Holy Ghost?" [ 

Peter and other apostles had been filled with the 
Holy Spirit in a remarkable manner; and it was 
doubtless by the Spirit of God that Peter was enabled 
to discern the deceit and fakehood of Ann-Tiias. His i 
lying, therefore, was really lying to the Holy Spirit. 
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i Ananias had been a witness of the wonderful things 
whicli God had done, and that the apostles had done, 

4 by the Holy Spirit, or in consequence of being " en- 
dued with power jfrom on high," and for him, in the 
fiuse of thoae manifestations of Divine goodness, wis- 
dom, and power, to come forward with a lie or deceit- 
ful pretence to the apostles, was truly to " tempt the 
Spirit of the Lord," or to tempt the Lord to display 
the same power in his destruction, that had been dis- 
played for the salvation of others. 

Heb. iii. 7. " Wherefore, as the Holy Ghost saith^ 
To-day, if ye will hear his voice." 

We have many instances in Scripture, in which it 
is represented that the Holy Spirit spake^ saidj &c. 
The words of Peter will explain the matter — " Holy 
men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy 
Ghost" [2 Peter i. 21.] God by his Spirit of fulness 
taught them what " they ought to speak." 

2 Cor. xiii. 14. " The grace of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and the Love of God, and the communion of 
the Holy Ghost, be with you all. Amen." 

This passage has often been urged with consider- 
able confidence as a proof that there are three self- 
existent Persons in God, and that the Holy Spirit is 
one of those Persons. But a little attention to the 
natural import of the passage may be sufficient to show 
that neither of these ideas are implied. We may note — 

1. God is here named as a Person distinct from the 
Lord Jesus Christ, and Jesus Christ is named as a 

' Person distinct from the self-existent God. 

2. The text does not say, " communion with the 
Holy Ghost," as though the Spirit were a Person; 
but " communion of the Holy Ghost," as though the 
Spirit were something to be received. We have a 
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similar phraseology, 1 C6r. x. 16. " The c^p <tf 
blessing which we bless, is it not the communion ^ 
the blood of Christ T^ Neither the cup nor the blood of 
Christ is*a person ; but a benefit^ of which we may be 
the thankfiil partakers. The import of the benedie- 
tion may be this, May you experience the grace df 
our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, by being 
made thankful partakers of like Holy Spiritj to sanctify, 
to teach, to support, and to comfort you forever. 

The phrase " fellowship of the Spiiit," is the saioe 
in the original as communion of the Spirit. Tim by 
Poole's Continuators is explained to mean, oommu- 
nion among saints in the '^^^ grace of the Spirit." [Phil, 
u. 1. 

In our Saviour's affectionate discourse with his dis- 
ciples before his passion, for their comfort and sup- 
port, he promised them the Holy Spirit under the tifle 
of the Comforter. The substance of what he said in 
that discourse, respecting the character of the Spirit, 
shall here be brought into view. 

" And I will pray the Father, and he shall give yon 
another Comforter, that he may abide with you fo^ 
ever, even the Spirit of truth." [John xiv, 16, 17.] 
" But the Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost, 
whom the Father will send in my name, he shall teach 
you all things, and bring to your remembrance all 
things whatsoever I have said unto you." [John xiv. 
26.] 

"But when the Comforter is come, whom I -will 
send unto you from the Father, even the Spirit of 
truth which proceedeth from the Father, he shall tes- 
tify of me." [John xv. 16.] 

" If I go not away, the Comforter will not oome tm- 
to you; but if I depart, I will send him unto you and 
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when he is come, lie will reprove the world of sin, of 
righteousness, and of judgment" [John xvi 7, 8.] 

" When he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will 
guide you into all truth, for he shall not speak of him- 
self; but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he 
speak : And he will show you things to come. He 
shall glorify me, for he shall receive of mine, and shall 
show it imto you." [John xvi. 13.] 

Had we no other passages of Scripture, by which to 
determine the character of the Holy Spirit, we should 
most naturally be led to the conclusion that the Holy 
Spirit is a distinct Person. Yet, it may be asked, 
should we conclude that the Spirit is a Person inde- 
pendent and equal with the Father ? For throughout 
the whole description, is not the Spirit represented as 
subordinate to the will of the Father ? 

In these passages, sir, we may contemplate the Holy 
Spirit as properly personified under another name, foi 
the same reason that we personify the natural sun 
when we wish to give a striking and impressive view 
of its glory, utility, and importance. And yet there 
seems to have been particular care taken that oui 
minds should not be misled by the personification. If 
you, sir, will be at the trouble of removing from these 
verses the masculine pronouns, and write neuter pro- 
nouns in their room, so far as the original will justify 
such a change, you may find the personification fer 
less strong than it is in our translation. After you 
have made this change in the pronouns, you will not 
find the Spirit more strongly personified, than the 
spirit or soul of man is often personified, or spoken 
o^ as a distinct person from the man. Thus the 
Psalmist addresses his soul, " Why art thou cast down, 
O my soul? Why art thou disquieted within me? 
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Hope thou in God,*' A;c The ricli fool is represeBtod i ^ 
as addressing his soul as it would be natttral to ad- ^^^ 
dress another person — " I will say to my sonl, Soul, s^ 
thou hast goods laid up for many years, take thine ^^ 
ease, eat, drink, and be merry." -= 

Moreover, there are several things said of the C!om- 
farter, which naturaUy snggest the idea that itis noU 
Person, but an emanation of the Divine fulness^ which 
is intended. When Christ had named the Comforter, 
he immediately explained — the Spirit of truth ; which 
naturally suggests the idea, that what he was speak- . 
ing of was an eflBcient influence or emanation fix)m I 
that God who is truth. Besides, he said, " The Holy \ 
Ghost which proceedeth from the Father ;" and this - 
is the precise idea of emtbnatvon. But it does not com- / j 
port with the idea, that the Spirit is an independenl | - 
person, co-equal with the Father. There is, howev i 
er, still more decisive evidence to be produced. 1 " 

These gracious promises of the Comforter wer^ j "^ 
renewed to the apostles after Christ had risen from ' 
the dead ; and in renewing the promises, the perscmifi \ 
cation was wholly omitted. i 

In giving the account of what Christ said to his apot? 
ties between the resurrection and ascension, Luke fc j 
his gospel states, that Christ said to them, " And be 
hold, I send the promise of my Father upon you; btt» 
tarry ye at Jerusalem until ye be endued with pow* 
£R FROM ON HIGH." — ^Luke xxiv. 49. 

In the introduction to the Acts of the Apostles, 
Luke brings the same thing again into view, but in a 
different form. After mentioning that Christ " show- 
ed himself alive after his passion, by many infallible 
proo&, being seen of the apostles forty days, and speak- j 
ing. of things pertaining to the kingdom of Qt>d," he 
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adds, " And being assembled together with them, com» 
manded them that they should not depart jfrom Jeru- 
salem, but wait for the promise of the Father, which, 
saiih he, ye have heard of me. For John truly baptiz- 
ed with water, but ye shall be baptized with the Holy 
Ohost not many days hence." 

The apostles were inquisitive, and asked, saying, 
"Lord, wilt thou at this time restore again the king- 
dom to Israel ? And he said unto them, It is not for 
you to know the times or the seasons which the Father 
hath put in his own power. But ye shall receive 
power after that the Holy Ghost is come upon you^ 

In these several accounts there is an obvious refer- 
ence to the 'pnor promise of the Comforter ; and these 
passages serve to explain the import of that promise. 
To be endued with power from on high, to he baptized 
with the Holy Ohost, and to have the Comforter sent 
unto them, are all the same thing. The substance of 
the whole was this, that they should be endued with 
supernatural powers, supernatural fortitude, supemat' 
ural support, assistance, and comfort; and thus be pre- 
pared to go forth in the name of Christ to preach the 
gospel, and to confirm their doctrines by signs and 
wonders or incontestible miracles. 

And it may be worthy of particular notice, that the 
Holy Spirit is represented as something with which 
the apostles should be baptized, as John baptized with 
water. "John truly baptized with water, but ye 
shall be baptized with the Holy Ohost^ The Holy 
Spirit, in the baptism which the apostles were to re- 
ceive, answers to the water in the baptism adminis- 
tered by John. And unless we may suppose that the 
iixUer in John's baptism was an agent^ we may not 
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suppose the Holy Spirit to be an agent in the baptism 
received by the apostles.* 

The promise of Christ was fulfilled ; for " when the 
day of Pentecost was fully come, the apostles were 
all with one accord in one place. And suddenly 
there came a sound from heaven, as of a rushing 
mighty wind, and it filled all the house where they 
were sitting. And there appeared unto them cloven 
tongues like as of fire, and it sat on each of them. 
And they were all filled with the Holy Ohostj and 
began to speak with other tongues as the Spirit gave 
them utterancey 

Thus, sir, was Christ's promise of the Comforter 
fulfilled ; the apostles were baptized with the Holy 
Spirit; they were endued tvith power from on high: 
and as the first fruits of this power they spake lan- 
guages that they had never studied or learned ; and 
they spake as the Spirit gave them vMerance. 

Let us now attend to Peter's account of the fulfil- 
ment of the promise of the Comforter, which he gave 
in his sermon on that memorable occasion. 

" This Jesus hath God raised up, whereof we all 
are witnesses. Therefore being by the right hand of 
God exalted, and having received of the Father the 
promise of the Holy Ohost^ he hath shed forth this 
which ye now see and hear." 

As the Holy Spirit in this baptism answered to the 
water in John's baptism, and as Christ himself had 
become the administrator of this baptism, Peter with 

* As the metaphor of water is abundantly used to represent the 
Holy Spiritf baptizing with the Holy Spirit harmonizes with that me- 
taphor ; the same as pouring out^ shediing forth, sprinkling, Ac In 
the New Testament, six times we have the representation of haptizina 
with the Holy Spirit. But where shall we nnd one instance in whj^ 
the Holy Spirit is represented as an Agent or Administrator in bap- 
tiiiDgf 



OV TSE CHAKACTEB OF THE HOLY fiPIBCF. 201 

great propriety said, " Ee hath shed forth this which 
ye now see and hear." 

Thus evident it is, that, in Peter's view, the Holy 
Ghost is something which may be shed forth by the 
Son of God to whom the Spirit had been given not 
by measure ; by him, in whom it hath pleased the 
Father that all fulness should dwell. The same view 
of the Holy Spirit is given by Paul, in his epistle to 
Titus — " According to his mercy, he saved us by th« 
washing of regeneration, and renewing of the Holy 
Ghost, which he shed on us abundantly through Jesus 
Christ our Saviour." [Titus iii. 5, 6.] 

If by the Holy Spirit be meant the fulness of God, 
or an efficient emanation of Divine fulness, the word 
shed may very properly be used to express the man- 
ner of its being given or sent. But who will say that 
this is a proper term by which to express the act of 
giving or sending a Person.^ And if we may believe 
that the apostles understood the promise of " the Com- 
forter, which is the Holy Ghost," may we not believe 
that the Holy Spirit is not a Person distinct from the 
Father and the Son ? 

Thus, sir, it has been my endeavor to explain what. 
Christ intended by the Comforter, by making the 
Scriptures their own interpreter. You will not, it is 
hoped, see any sophistry in my reasonings upon this 
particular. And if not, it is believed you must, at 
least, very strongly doubt the correctness of any 
theory which supposes the Holy Spirit to be a Person. 
For in no other instance is the Spirit so strongly per- 
Bonij5ed as under the name of the Comforter. 

Matt xxviii. 19, and 1 John v. 7,- will be duly no- 
ticed in Part IV 
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LETTER III. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS, TO SHOW, THAT BY THl 
HOLY SPIRIT IS NOT INTENDED A DISTINCT PER- 
SON. 

RxT. Sib, 

Having endeavored fidthftdly to examine most of 
those passages of Scripture wldch have the greatest 
appearance of favoring your views of the Holy Spirit, 
and believing it has been shown that they are per- 
fectly consistent with my own without any forced 
construction, some farther considerations, which have 
had great weight on my mind against the hypothesis, 
that the Spirit is a distinct and self-existent Person, 
will now be added. 

1. Much is said in the Scriptures of the mutual 
love between the Father and the Son, and the dis- 
position of each to honor the other ; but where shall 
we find the least intimation of any love on the part 
of the Father or the Son towards the Holy Spirit as 
a Person ? or on the part of the Holy Spirit towards 
either the Father or the Son ? Yet if the Spirit be a 
Person, as distinct from the Father and the Son, as 
the Son is from the Father, should we not have rea- 
son to expect the same evidence of mutual hve in the 
one case as in the other? And since the evidence of 
mutual love between the Father and the Son is so 
abundant in the Scriptures, and no mention is made 
of any love between the Father and the Spirit, nor 
between the Son and the Spirit, have we not strong 
ground to believe that the Spirit is not a distinct Per- 
son? 

2. We have much said in the Scriptures of the love 
of the Father towards mankind, and also of the Ioyo 
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of the Son ; but wliat is said of the love of the Spirit 
towards our ruined race ? Not a word. 

8. We are required to love the Father, and to love 
the Son, as two distinct Persons ; but where do you 
find any requirement to love the Spirit as a Person 
distinct jfrom the Father or the Son ? Not in the Bible. 

4. We have both precept and example for worship- 
ping the Father and the Son, as two distinct Persons? 
but have we either precept or example in the Scrip- 
tures for paying Divine homage to the Spirit as a 
Person ? 

5. We have an account, in the visions of John, of 
the throne of God and of the Lamb ; but does John 
make any mention of the throne of the Holy Spirit ? 
Or is there any intimation in the Bible, that the Spirit, 
as a Person, has a throne in heaven ? 

Now, sir, on the supposition that the Spirit is a Per- 
son co-equal with God the Father, how will you be 
able to account for these distinctions^ or these omissions^ 
in the Sacred Scriptures ? If we could find the same 
evidence of mutual love between the Father and the 
Holy Spirit, as between the Father and the Son ; and 
the same evidence that the Spirit, as a Person, loves 
mankind, as that the Father and the Son do ;* or if 
we could find such evidence in favor of loving and 
honoring the Spirit as a distinct Person, as for loving 
and honoring the Father and the Son ; it might seem 
presumptuous to call in question the personality of 
the Spirit. But since the Scriptures are silent in all 

* It may be said, that ** the loyc of the Spirif is once mentioned 
by St Paut Rom. zv. 80. But it is needless to give an exposition of 
mj own, to show that the passage does not represent the Spirit as a 
Person loving. It may sufiBce to copy the exposition of Mr. Poole's 
Continuators, who were Atbanasian wnters — *^ And for the love of the 
Spirit^'— q. d. " If you love the Spirit of God ; or rather if the graoe 
oxWe be wrought in yon l^ the Spirit, show it m this thing." 
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these important respects, suffer me to dissent firom 
your opinion ; and to take the Scriptures for my guide 
in preference to any human theory. 

6. Though St John had no vision of the Holy 
Spirit as personally seated on the throne, he had a 
vision of the enthroned Lamb of God, as having seven 
horns and seven eyes, which are the seven Spirits of 
God, These seven Spirits of God have been under- 
stood by some Athanasian expositors to be the same 
as the Holy Spirit. This appears to be correct. But 
that an individual Person should be called the seven 
Spirits of Godj must appear very unnatural ; but if 
by the Holy Spirit be intended the Divine fulness or 
sufficiency, this may well enough be called the seven 
Spirits of God in r^erence to its perfection and mani- 
fold operation. In a text, several times quoted, we 
read, with respect to the Son, that " God giveth noi 
the Spirit by measure unto him ;" and, in the passage 
now before us, we find Christ represented as having 
seven horns and seven eyes, which are the sevcD 
Spirits of God. Horns are understood to be an em- 
blem of potver, and eyes of wisdom. Then the seven 
horns and seven eyes denote the perfect fulness of 
Christ, and his all-sufficiency to open the book, and 
to loose the seals, or to direct and govern the i^airs 
of the universe. In view of this plenitude of wisdom 
and power, with which the Son was endued, and^his 
taking the book and opening the seals, all that stood 
about the throne " sung a new song, saying. Thou art 
worthy to take the book, and to open the seals there- 
of; for thou wast slain, and hast redeemed us to God 
by thy blood, out of every kindred and tongue, and 
people, and nation." — ^Let us, my dear brother|go 
and do likewise. 
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Here it i^ay not be amiss to suggest some serious 
questions for your consideration, with a request that 
you would weigh them in an even balance 

1. If the Holy Spirit be a distinct Person, co-equal 
with the Father, is he not in the Scriptures exhibited 
in a manner which appears degrading^ an^ truly un- 
accountable; as bearing the same relation to God as 
an attribute ; or as the hxmd or finger of God ; as be- 
ing constantly subject to the control or the will of an- 
other Person : never exhibited as a distinct object of 
worship or of hve ; never addressed in prayer as a 
Person, either by the saints, or by Jesus Christ, 
though the Father was often addressed? 

2. K you, and those with you in sentiment, do 
really view the Holy Spirit as a distinct Person equal 
with the Father, are you not justly chargeable with 
want of respect, yea, with disrespect^ towards the 
Holy Spirit ? How seldom do we hear the Spirit men- 
tioned in prayer, otherwise than as something which 
is subordinate to the will of God, which may be giv- 
en^ sent, or poured out, for our benefit? At the close 
of your prayers, you ofl»n mention the Spirit, as 
though you thought it to be a Person ; but this is fre- 
quently the only instance in which, through the whole 
course of a prayer, there is the least intimation that 
the Spirit is viewed as a Person. But if, in your 
view, the Scriptures do really authorize the belief 
that the Holy Spirit is a di^jdnct Person, and of equal 
dignity with the Father, how will you be able to an- 
swer for your inconsistency in treating the Father 
with so much more respect than you do the Holy 
Spirit? Has not the Holy Spirit reason to accuse you 
of partiobldtyf But in vindication of your conduct, 
you may say, and that with great proprietyi that the 
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» 

Holy Spirit is not so mncli as named as a Person m { 
any prayer recorded in the Bible ; and that we are . 
not required to address prayers to the Spirit as a dis- ' 
tinct Person. But, sir, if you have such ample ground I 
on which you may justify your apparent neglect of 
the Spirit, have you not reason to examine the grounds 
of your faith? Does not the very ground on which 
you would justify your conduct, afford reason to 
doubt the correctness of your theory ? 

8. Do not your habitual^ practical^ and devotional 
views of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit^ 
harmonize much better with my present theory, than 
they do with your own? This may seem to you an 
extraordinary question ; but it is proposed, sir, with 
considerable confidence, that, on due reflection, if you ' 
answer it at all, it must be in the affirmative. My ' 
confidence in this matter results partly firom experi- 
ence, and partly from observation. When you ap- 
proach the throne of grace, and pour out your heart I 
before God without any studied respect to theory^ do 
you not address God as one Person only f Do you not ' 
use the terms God, and Father, as perfectly synony- 
mous f When you ffiank God for the manifestation of 
his love, in sending his dear Son to die for our offences, 
do you not naturally consider the Son as a Being pro- 
perly distinct from the Father, naturally subordinate 
to the Father, but exalted with the Father's right 
hand ? When you pray to God that he would^>owr out 
HIS Holy Spirit, is not this your real prayer, that 
God would make a display of his power, wisdom, and 
love, for the production of some desirable effect ? Do 
you not mean to ask for some efficient, productive 
emanation of his fulness ? I^ in your habitual and de- | 
votional views, the Spirit were a distinct Person, oo- 
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equal witli the Father, would it not "be more natural 
for you, in praying for the Spirit, to address your pe- 
titions directly to the Holy Spirit, than to pray the 
Father to send or pour out his Spirit ? Does it not 
then appear that your devotional and habitual views 
are conformable to the theory I have adopted, and in 
opposition to your own ? . How then will you be able 
to vindicate your conduct before God, from a charge 
of inconsistency, in supporting a theory which is re- 
pugnant to your own habitual and devotional views, 
or in indulging habitual and devotional views which 
are repugnant to the theory which you profess to be- 
lieve ? And permit me to ask, which does God con- 
sider the real sentiments of your hearty those which you 
express in advocating your theory, or those which 
you habitually and naturally express in your daily 
prayers to him? 

It is, sir, most sensibly felt, that the theories, pre- 
possessions, and learning, of the Christian world, are 
at present not on my side. But no small consolation 
is derived, by considering the general tenor and nat- 
ural import of Bible language very clearly in favor of 
each part of the theory set forth in the foregoing Let- 
ters. It is also consoling to consider the language oi 
Christian devotion in such agreement with my views, 
that whatever may be objected against them, may, 
with equal propriety, be objected against the most de- 
vout feelings and language of my brethren. And as 
long as these things shall appear so much on my side, 
nothing can deprive me of the pleasing expectation 
that the theory, now exposed to public view, will be 
found substantially correct, approved of God, aud that 
which the whole family of Christ will ultimately re- 
ceive, and rejoice in forever. 



PART IV. 



AN EXAMINATION OF DIFFICULT PASSAGES 

OF SCRIPTURE. 



LETTER I. 

RULES OF IKTERPRETATIOK STATED AND APFUEIX 
Rev. Sir, 

In the preceding Letters, my views of many pas- 
sages of Scripture, which have been supposed to favor 
the Atl^anasian theory, have been occasionally given. 
But there are others to which no distinct attention 
has been paid. It is my wish to have error detected, 
if there be any in my views. Suffer me, therefore, to 
lay before you my adopted rules of interpretation, and 
give you a specimen of their application. 

Ride I, " The Scriptures were inspired, to instruct 
common readers, by using words according to their 
common acceptation, and not to confound them by an 
abuse of language.*' 

The language in which this rule is expressed, is 
borrowed from Dr. Spring's sermon on the self-exist- 
ence of Christ, and is appUed to the many thousands 
of texts in which personal pronouns of the singular 
number are used as substitutes for the nouns God, 
Lord God, &c., and the inference is, that God is one 
Person only. 

The same rule is applied to the numerous texts in 
which Christ is represented as the 80N of God, God's 
OWN and only Son ; and the inference is, that Christ 
is not the self-existent God, but the Son of the self* 
existent God. 
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Rule IL The terms used in Eevelation must be un- 
derstood in a sense corresponding with some analogy 
known to men. 

According to this rule, also, it is inferred, that the 
Son of God cannot be a self-existent Person. It is 
likewise concluded, that there are no passages of 
Scripture which were designed to teach us that tlire$ 
Persons are but one intelligent Being ; nor that there 
may be two intelligent Beings in one Person, As ex- 
traordinary as it may seem, both of these contradic- 
tory hypotheses pertain to your theory. God you 
suppose to be three distinct Persons ; and yet but one 
intelligent Being. You also suppose that Christ is 
both God and a Man united in one Person. This, it 
is thought, amounts precisely to the hypothesis of two 
intelligent Beings in one Person. Is it not, sir, extra- 
ordinary, that great and good men should adopt two 
hypotheses so manifestly contradictory, while neither 
of them can be supported by Scripture, nor illustrated 
by any analogy in nature? 

But did not Christ say, / and my Father are one ? 
Yes, sir ; but he never said, I and my Father are 
but one intelligent Being. Nor have we any analogy 
which can justify such an iaterpretation of the words. 
There are many senses in which a Father and a Son 
may be one, besides that of one Being. And in no 
other case, in which the words are used by a Son, 
should we have the least suspicion that this is the in- 
tended import. God and Christ may be of one nature 
as a Father and Son ; they may be one in affection, 
in interest, and in operation ; they may also be one in 
respect to fiilness and authority, as has been already 
noted and explained. 

When Christ made this declaration, the Jews ao- 
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cused him of blaspliemj, and of " makiiig himBolf j 
Gt)d." But Christ, in his answer, distinctlj let them 
know that his words imported no more than that he 
was truly the Son of God, and as such united with 
the Father — " Say ye of Him whom the Father hath 
sanctified and sent into the world, Thou blasphemest, 
because I said, I am the Son of God." 

Rule III, So far as the Scriptures may interpret 
themselves, by comparing Scripture with Scriptuie, 
such interpretation is to be preferred to any human 
hypothesis. 

This rule has been foimd of extensive application. 
The Divine names and titles given to the Son of God ; 
the Divine works and honors ascribed to him, and his 
Divine fulness, are all distinctly accounted for in the 
Scriptures, on the -ground of the Father's love and 
pleasure. Therefore, these titles, these works, these 
honors, or this fulness, may not be considered as evi- 
dence of the personal self-existence of the Son of God. 

Rule IV. In many instances, it is necessary to take 
into view the customs of the people to whom the Scrip- 
tures were originally communicated, and to consider 
in what light they would most naturally understand 
particular passages. 

The prophecies respecting the Messiah were prob- 
ably originally written for the comfort and benefit of 
thB good people among the Israelites or Jews ; at 
least, this may be supposed to be one principal object 
of the predictions. In the prophecies, the promised 
Messiah was called .by various names, and some of 
them were Divine names, or names of Divine import. 
He was not only called David, and David the King, 
but it was predicted that his name should be called 
Emmanuel, Wonderful, Counsellor, the Migh- 
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God, the everlastino Father, and the Prince 
OF Peace. 

If we would know how a Jew would be likely to 
understand these names or titles, we should consider a 
cttstom which was common among the Jews, viz. that 
of giving significant names to persons, places, altars, 
&c. At the close of our great BiJ^les we have a table 
of the names used in the Old Testament, with their 
several significations. If you will examine this table, 
you will find that other Persons had Divine names, be- 
sides the Messiah. — See a few of these names, with 
their signification — EUashib^ the God of conversion — 
Elijah^ God the Lord, or the strong Lord — Eliphalet^ 
the God of deliverance — Misha, the salvation of God— 
Lemuel, God with them, or him. They also gave Di- 
vine names, or names of Divine import, to places and 
altars — Jdvovah-jireh, the Lord will see or provide — 
Jehovah-Nissi, the Lord my Banner — El-elohe-Israel^ 
God, the God of IsraeL 

Now, sir, imagine yourself to have been a Jew, liv- 
ing in the days of the prophets, and perfectly acquaint- 
ed with the custom of giving significant names ; then 
consider what ideas you would naturally have taken 
from the various names given to the promised Messiah. 
If you had heard him called David, or David the 
King, would you have supposed that the Man who 
killed Goliah was to appear again as the promised 
Saviour ? K you had heard the prophet say, respecting 
the promised Son, They shall call his name Emman- 
uel, would you have supposed that God himself was 
to come as the promised Messiah? "Would you not 
rather have supposed the Son to be one in whom God 
would make some gracious manifestations of himself 
to men? If you had heard him called the Mighty 
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Ood, and IherJasting Father, would it not have h&OL 
natural for you to suppose that the Son was to be ooi 
in whom the Mighty God and Everlasting Father 
would make surprising manifestations of his power 
and his kindness ? K you had heard him called, "The 
Lord our Righteousness,^^ what would have been more 
natural than for you to have supposed, that the Mes- 
siah was to be one in whom Jehovah would display his 
righteousness, or one through whose righteousness 
men should be benefited by Jehovah ? 

Accustomed as the Jews were to believe in one God 
only, and to speak of that God as only one Person ; 
accustomed as they were to -the use of significant 
names of high import ; would it not have been un- 
speakably more natural for them to understand the 
names of the Messiah as significant, importing some 
such ideas as I have mentioned, than to suppose that 
the Son to he lorn was the very God who hsA prom- 
ised to SEND HIM into the world. 

The prophet did not say the Son shall be Emman- 
uel, but ^^they shall call his name Emmanuel." He 
diS not say, lie Son shall be the Mighty God and Ev- 
erlasting Father, but "Aw name shaU be called,^^ &c. 
And this phraseolgy was probably used with direct 
reference to the custom of the Jews in giving signifi- 
cant names. And the Son's having the Divine names 
thus given him by the spirit of prophecy, is no proof 
that he is personally the self^xistent God, any more 
than his being call^ David, or David the King, is a 
proof that he was personally David the son of Jesse. 

It may be useful, in this connection, to consider what 
expectations were in fact excited among the Jews, by 
the Divine names given to the promised Messiah. 
And is there, sir, any evidence, that any Jew, whether 
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learned or tinleamed, good or bad, ever tmderstood 
the Divine names given to the Messiah, as importing 
liiat he should be the self-existent God? K no such 
idea was excited in the minds of pious Jews, by the 
use of those names, we may reasonably suppose that 
no such idea was intended in the predictions. 

LETTER II. 

A PIFTH BULE OF INTERPRETATION STATED AND 

APPLIED. 
Bev. Sm, 

Permit me now to state and apply another rule of 
interpretation. 

Bule V. Particular phrases, terms, and epithets, 
are to be understood in a sense which is consistent 
with the general tenor of the gospel, and the charac- 
ter of the objects to which they are applied. 

There are two things respecting Jesus Christ, which 
are, in my view, supported by the general tenor of 
the gospel, viz. 

1. That he is truly the Son of God. 

2. That he obeyed, suffered, and died, to open the 
way for our salvation. 

These two points are not only supported by the gen- 
eral tenor of the gospel, but they appear to be essential 
to the gospel plan of salvation. If we deny these, do 
we not in effect deny the gospel ? If we deny these, do 
we not make God a liar f 

If these are points unquestionably revealed, and 
supported by the general tenor of the gospel, then all 
the particular phrases, terms and epithets, used in re- 
spect to the Son of God, are to be understood in a 
sense which is consistent with these leading truths of 
thegospeL 
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There are several texts of Scripture wUcli liave 
been understood as supporting the idea that the Son 
of God is absolutely self-existent, independent, and 
immutable. But as this doctrine is, in my view, in- 
consistent with what have been stated as truths sup- 
ported by the general tenor of the gospel, let us exam- 
ine those texts, and see whether they do necessarily 
import what you and others have imagined. 

John X. 18. ** I have power to lay it down, and I 
have power to take it again. This commandment have 
I received of my Father." 

I^ in any instance, the Son of God said any thing 
which imported that he had independent potuer^ this is 
the instance — ^But Christ did not say, " I have inde- 
pendent powerJ'^ — ^Besides, it is believed, that in this 
case the word power is the same as avihority. And 
this authority or this commandment Christ says he re- 
ceived of his Father. We may add, the resurrection 
of Christ from the dead is abundantly and explicitly 
attributed to God in distinction from the Son — " God 
raised him from the dead." 

Micah V. 2. " Whose goings forth have been from 
of old, from everlasting" 

Whatever existed before the world, may be said to 
be of old, from everlasting. In the eighth chapter of 
Proverbs, Wisdom, or Christ imder the 4ame of Wis- 
dom, is represented as using language similar to thai 
in the text before us. — " The Lord possessed me in tiie 
beginning of his way, before his works of old : I was 
set up from everlasting, from the beginning, or ever the 
earth was." But Wisdom adds, "When there were 
no depths, / was brought forth" — ^Before the hills, 
was I brought forth — " Then I was by him as one 
brought up with him, and I was daily his delight" — 
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Brought up wtSi him as a Son with a Fa;ffier; and as a 
/Sbn, was daily lis delight The Son was from ever- 
lasting^ as he was brought forth before there were either 
depths or hills. 

Kev. L 17. " I am the First and the LasC^ 

In the forty-fourth chapter of Isaiah, the Lord of 
Hosts adopts this title, and says, '' I am the First and 
the Last^ and besides me there is no GoS." 

In view of these texts, Mr. Jones forms this argu- 
ment — " There is no God besides him who is the First 
and the Last ; but Jesus Christ is the First and the 
Last ; therefore, besides Jesus Christ there is no God." 
If this be fair reasoning, we may draw another con- 
dusion, viz. " The God and Father of our Lord 
Jssus Christ," is not God. Is it not amazing, that 
Mr. Jones should reason in such a manner? In 
several instances, his conclusions as fully exclude the 
Father from being God, as it is possible that lan- 
guage should do it 

In Isaiah, God did not say. Besides us there is no 
God ; but, " Besides me there is no God." His words, 
therefore, as fully exclude every other Person as every 
other Being. 

When Christ said, " I am the First and the Last," 
he immediately added, '^ I am he that liveth, and was 
dead.^'* He is therefore to be considered as the First 
and the Last in a sense which is consistent with hU 
having been dead. There are several senses in 
which Christ may style himself " the First and the 
Last " — ^He may be so called as the constituted Head 
and C^i?/' of creation ; and as in his glory, as well as 
the glory of the Father, all things will terminato-^ 
He may be so called as the Author and Finisher of 
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^th ; or, as a Son, lie may bear the Divine tiUea of 
liis Father. 

Heb. xiiL 8. " Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, \ 
and to-day, and forever." j 

This text on which so much reliance has been pkc- ' 
ed, has no verb in it ; and, therefore, considered by it- \ 
sel^ it contains no affirmation. For the beginning of 
the sentence, and the sense of the text, we have to i 
look back to the preceding verse, " Bemember them | 
who have the rule over you, who have spoken unto j 
you the word of God ; whose feith follow, consider- 
ing the End of their conversation, Jesus Christ, the \ 
same yesterday, and to-day, and forever." i 

It is evident, Ihat it is as the End of Christian con- 
versation that Christ is here brought into view. And I 
by Jesfujs Christy we may imderstand not merely his 
Person, but his interest and glory. This End of oui 
conversation is of immutable and perpetual import- 
ance — the same yesterday, to-day, and forever. 

Heb. L 12. " But thou art the same, and thy years 
shall not fail." 

This text was quoted from Psalm cii and there 
was used in an address to God. This circumstance 
is worthy of note, and in my view, is the only diffi- 
culty presented by the text. Why were words, which 
were first addressed to God, quoted and applied to the 
Son ? Perhaps you will not find me able to answer 
the question ; but if so, it will not hence follow that 
it is unanswerable. 

In the 5th verse, the apostle quoted a passage from 
the Old Testament, and applied it to Christ, which 
was originally used in respect to Solomon — " I will 
be to him a Father, and he shall be to me a Son." 
These words are to be found three times in the Old 
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Testament, and each time they are contained in a 
gracious promise of God to David respecting his son 
Solomon. Why then did the apostle quote these 
words and apply them to Christ, as though they had 
been originally used in respect to him ? The answer 
must probably be this, that Solomon was a type of 
Christ. May we not then suppose, that the words, 
which were first addressed to God, were quoted by 
the apostle and applied to Christ as the Son and '' im- 
age of the invisible God ?" 

Let us now attend to the import of the text : " But 
thou art the same, and thy years shall not faiL" Here 
we have exhibited a contrast between the mafemZ 
vxyrld and its constUiUed Creator. And what is the 
contrast? One waxes old and is liable to perish, and 
the other will remain the same without end. This, 
it is conceived, is the most which can be supposed to 
be necessarily implied in the text. And what is here 
affirmed of Christ, agrees with what he said of himself 
" I am the First and the Last. I am he that liveth 
and was dead; and, behold. Hive forefvermxyreP 

You suppose the text imports absolute immutability. 
But, sir, wa^ it no change in the Son of God to pass 
from the form of God to the form of a servant 7 Was 
it no change to die, and to be raised again from the 
dead? Is he now at the Father's right hand, in all 
respects the same that he was when he cried with a 
loud voice, " My God, my God, why hast thou for- 
saken me ?" 

Permit me, sir, to ask, whether the Greek word 
«»T«$, which in the text is translated same^ is any 
where in the New Testament used as importing ab- 
solute immutability, unless it be in the two texts 
which I have been last considering? If the dause 
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had been translated ^^But thou art Ee^ meaning a 
with peculiar emphasis and distinction, would it not 
have been a literal and correct translation ? 

But let the translation be as it is, only let the word 
9amt be understood in a sense which will not contra- 
dict the gospel of Divine Love. — ^It is my choice to 
hdieve that God has spared not his own Son ;" and 
not to believe that he made a mere show of so loving 
the world, when he did not in reality. It affords me 
fer greater satisfaction to believe that the Son of God 
was capable of personally doing and sufferiny accord- 
ing to the representations of Scripture, than I could 
find in believing that there is a want of strict truth and 
simplicity in the gospel representations of Divine Love^ 



LETTER III. 

OTHER TEXTS CONSIDERED. 

Rev. Sir, 

Some texts on which Mr. William Jones has 
placed great reliance, may now be introduced. 

John iiL 29. '* He that hath the Bride, is the 
Bridegroom." , 

Isaiah liv. 5. "Thy Maker is thy husband, the 
Lord of Hosts is his name." 

Mr. Jones says, " The church, which is the Bride, 
can no more have two Husbands, than Christ can 
have two churches." 

Whatever difficulty may be involved in the idea of 
two Husbands to the church, the difficulty cannot be 
diminished by supposing a greater number. Yet Mr. 
Jones' theory plainly supposes three distinct PersonSj 
or agents, each of whom is the Husband of the church* 

The truth is, that there is in no other sense t^ 
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Susiands to the cliurch, than there are two OreatorSy 
Saviours, or Lords, As GoD creates and saves by his 
Son, so by his Son he shows the kindness of a Bus- 
band to the church. The Son is the constituted Crea- 
tor, Saviour, and Lord; so he is the constituted Head 
and Bridegroom of the church. Accordingly " The 
kingdom of heaven is like unto a certain EIing, who 
made a marriage for His Son." 

Eom. ix. 5. "Whose are the fathers, and of whom, 
as concerning the flesh, Christ came, who is over all, 
God blessed for ever. Amen." 

That Christ is, in this text, called God, will not be 
positively denied. But if he be, we may reasonably 
suppose that it is in the same sense that the Father 
calls him God, in his address, Heb. i. 8, 9 — ^that is, on 
the ground of a constituted character. See Part 11. 
Letter IV. — But it is my prevailing opinion, that the 
latter clause of this text ought to be understood as an 
expression of gratitude and praise to God, the Father, 
for giving his Son to come in the flesh, and exalting 
him as Lord over all; and that the verb be is under- 
stood in the original, and should be supplied in the 
translation, so as to have the clause read, " God be 
blessed forever. Amen." The verb be, you know, is 
often imderstood in the Greek, and often supplied in 
the translation ;* and it is so several times between 
the words blessed and God, By comparing the Greek 
word in this text, with other texts in which it is trans- 
lated blessed, it appears to me clearly to import grati- 
tude and praise ,-f and such exclamations of gratitude 

* See Luke I 68. 2 Cor. viil 16.— ix. 16. Eph. L 2, 8.— iiL 21. 
Bom.vil7. 

jr Was not our word eulogize^ from the Qreek word, in this tezt^. 
which 18 translated blessed F And if it were common to speak of etdo* 
ginng Qod, might not the aense of the text be thus ezpraBsed, Whioa« 
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and praise to Qod, are common in the writings of llift 
apostle Paul. You will be pleased to examine and 
judge for yourself. As it respects the point in ques- 
tion, it is to me a matter of perfect indrfferencj in 
which of the two senses the text is understood. * 

2 Cor. V. 19. " God was in Christ, reconciling the 
world to himself" 

Mr. Jones says, " Were there no other passage of 
Scripture to be found, this alone is sufficient to over- 
throw the whole doctrine of -^nbnwm."— -However 
true this observation may be as it respects Ariainsm, 
the text will be found perfectiy harmonious with my 
views. God is evidentiy spoken of as one Person on- 
ly ; and Christ as another Person distinct from God. 
**GoD was in Christ reconciling the world to himself.'' 
Himself is a proper pronoun for one Person, and QoD 
is the antecedent. This one Person called God, was 
in another Person called Chbist. K Christ were him- 
self God, and, as Mr. Jones affirms, the only true Qodj 
let me be informed what God was in Christ, 

In remarking on this very text, Mr. Jones says, Hhe 
word God, though of the singular number, is of plural 
comprehension ; and he explains himself to mean that 
it comprises three Persons. The import of the text 
would then be, that three Persons called God, were IN 
Christ, reconciling the world to himself. It may be 
asked, ought not the pronoun to be themselves ? Be- 
sides, if by God be meant three Persons, Christ is a 
"^ourth Person, and not one of the three included in the 
name God. The same would be true of the phrase, 
"the/SbnofGod." 

1. John V. 20. " And we are in him that is true, 

aM the fiOhen, and of ivliom, as oooceniiDg the £Mi Olirift cama^ i^ 
iiOTflr alli God ^ euk^gued forerer. Ameat 
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eren in his Son Jesus Christ. This is the true God, 
and eternal life." 

With great confidence this text has been urged as 
an inMiible proof that Jesus Christ is personally the 
true and self-existent God. But let ^, sir, examine 
impartially, and take the connection into view — " And 
we know that we are of God, and the whole world 
lieth in wickedness. " And we know that the Son of 
God is come, and hath given us an understanding that 
we may know him that is true ; and we are in him 
that IS TBUE, even in his Son Jesus Christ. This is 
the TBUE God, and eternal life." 

Sometimes the sense of a passage is rendered ob- 
scure by the repetition of pronouns ; and it is ever safe 
to substitute the nouns for the pronouns. Let us do 
so in regard to this 20th verse. The apostle had men- 
tioned God in the preceding verse. He goes on to 
say, " And we know that the Son of God is come, and 
hath given us an understanding, that we may know 
God that is true ; and we are IN God that is true^ 
even in God's Son Jesus Christ This is the TBUB 
God, and eternal life." 

Now, it may be asked, which of the two is called 
the " TBUE God" in the last sentence, he that is rep- 
resented as the TBUE God repeatedly in the preced- 
ing part of the verse, or the Son of the tbue God 
who had come to give us an understanding that we 
might know GoD that is true f Unless we are to be- 
lieve that John meant to teach us that there are more 
true Oods than one, we must suppose the tbue God 
in the last sentence is the same Person as the TBUE 
God in the preceding sentence, of whom Chbist was 
the Son. 

Chiist, in his prayer to the Father, whom he styled 
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the OKLT TBUS God, said, '' I have Tnaw^eskd Ag 
name to the men thou gavest me out of the world." 
This perfectly agrees with John's account^ that " the 
SoK of God is come, and hath^veri its an understafid- 
ing, thai loe ma^ know Him tkcU is true.^^ As Christ 
was in the flesh ; as the only true Ood was in Christ ; 
and as the business of the Son was to give tts an un- 
derstanding cfhim that is trv/e^ or to manifest the TRUE 
God ; so God was manifested in the flesh. [1 Tim. 
iii. 16.] 

Isa. viii 18, 14. " Sanctify the Lord of Hosts 
himself; and let Him be your fear, and let him be 
your dread. And He shidl be for a Sanctuary : but 
for a stone of stumbUng and for a rock of offence to both 
the houses of Israel." 

1. Peter iL 7, 8. " The Stone which the builders 
disallowed, the same is made the head of the comer, 
and a stone ofstambUng and a rock of offence^ 

From these two texts, compared, Mr. Jones draws 
this conclusion, ** Christ is the Lord of Hosts himself." 

That by the Lord of Hosts is here meant the self- 
existent God, is admitted. It is also admitted, that^ 
in the text quoted from Peter, Christ is called the stone 
of stumlling and rock of offence, Isaiah says of the 
Lord of Hosts, that "he shall be for a stone of stum- 
hling^^^ &c. But how shaU he be thus ? By some ad 
of his providence^ or some mxinifestation of himself. 
The event proved that the act or manifestation pre- 
dicl^d was that of sending his Son in the likeness of sin- 
ful flesh. As God thus manifested himself in the Per- 
son of his /Sbn, He became a stone of stumbling^ that 
is^ he did that at which his people stumbled And at 
the same time, his Son was a stumbling block or stone 
ksi stuablingi Acooidiuglyy by the same {0O|diet 
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God fifttid, " Behold I lay in Zion a Stone, a TEiia) 
Stone, a precious corneb Stone." [Isa. xxviii. 
16.] This text is also quoted in the New Testament^ 
axid applied to Christ. This precious comer stone was 
a stxme of stuTrMing and roch of offence: This Stone 
was LAID in Zion by the Lord of Hosts Himself ; 
and by this act of His providence, he became a 
stone of stumbling to the unbelieving of " both the 
houses of Israel." 

Psalm Ixxviii. 56. " They tempted and provoked 
the Most High God." 

1 Cor. X, 9. " Neither let us tempt Christ, as some 
of them also tempted.^^ 

" Therefore," says Mr. Jones, *' Christ is the Most 
High God." 

Christ said to his disciples, "He that despiseth me, 
despiseth him that sent me." On the same ground 
we may say, he that tempted Christ, or the Angel 
of God's Presence^ tempted God. But if we must 
hence infer, that God and Christ are the same Person 
or Being ^ what will be the inference from these words 
of Christ, "He that despiseth YOU, despiseth ME?" 
Must we not infer, that Christ and his apostles are the 
same Person or Being ? 

In Eom. X. 19 — 21, we read, " First, Moses saith, 
I will provoke you to jealousy by them that are no 
people. But Esaias is very bold and saith, I was 
found of them that sought me not But to Israel he 
saith, All day long have I stretched forth my hands 
to a disobedient and gainsaying people." But if we 
look into the Old Testament, we find that all these 
things were said by Jehovah, the God of Israel. 
Moreover, we read, " As for Saul, he made havock of 
the churdb, entering into every house, and haling men 
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and women, oommitted them to prison." BuJb Ghiist 
considered this as persecuting himself; and said to 
him, " Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me ?" Now, 
sir, if it were safe to follow Mr. Jones in his method 
of drawing conclusions, it might be inferred that Moses 
and Isaiah were the God of Israel, yea, '^ the Lobd 
OF Hosts himself," and that the men and tvomen^ 
persecuted by Said, were Christ hikselt. 

If a King has an own Son, whom he delights to hon- 
or, and who is united with him in government, what- 
ever the King does by his Son, may be properly at- 
tributed to either the Father, or the Son : And the 
disrespect shown to the Son may be considered as dis- 
respect to both the Father and the Son. Had these 
ideas been duly considered and applied by Mr. Jones, 
a great part of his inferences and conclusions would 
probably have never appeared in print But by dis- 
regarding such analogies, he compelled the Bible to 
speak his mind. 

LETTER V. 

THE SOK OF GOD NOT THE SAME PERSON AS THE 

GOD OF ISRAEL. 

Bsv. Sir, 

MnoH time and labor have been expended, and 
much ingenuity displayed, in attempts to prove that 
Jesus Christ is the very Person who is called the God 
of Abraham, and the God of lisrael, in the Old Testa- 
ment. That he was the Angel of God, and the Medi- 
um of Divine Tnanifestations, has been already admit- 
ted ; but that the Angel of God and the God of I^ad 
mean the same Person, is not admitted. For the 
phrase the Angd of Qod as clearly presents to tht 
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mind two distinct Beings, (me of wMch is sent by the 
otheTj as the phrase the Messenger of David. Besides, 
the God of Israel said respecting this Angel, " Be- 
ware of Mm, provoke him not, for he wiU not pardon 
yonr transgressions ; for MY name is in him." In 
these words, the God of Israel is, in the most decided 
manner, distinguished from the Angel of his presence^ 
as another Being or Agent. 

That the Son of God is not the same Person as the 
God of Abraham, or the God of Israel, may appear 
from the following considerations : 

1. It was the God of Israel who gave the promise 
of the Messiah. He never promised that he would 
be the Messiah; but the Messiah was to be a Son 
whom the God of Israel was to raise up. 

2. The title given to Christ as the Son of God, will 
naturally lead us to the same conclusion. It was the 
God of Israel who proclaimed from heaven respecting 
the Messiah, "This is my beloved SonJ^ As Christ 
was made known to the Jews as the Son of God, 
would they not naturally be led to conclude, that il 
he were the Son of any God, he was the Son of the 
God of Israel f And if you, sir, suppose that he is 
the very Person who was called the Ghd of Israel, 
please to inform me of what God he was the Son. 
Will it not follow inevitably from your hypothesis, 
either that Christ was not the Son of God, or that 
the God of Israel was the Son of some otheb God? 

2. We. have the most decided testimony, both oi 
Christ and his apostles, that the Person who is called 
the God of Abraham and. the God of Israel, was the 
Fatheb of Christ. In John viii. 54, we have the 
testimony of Christ himself—" Jesus answered. If I 
honor myself my honor is nothing ; it is my Fatheb 
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that honoreth me, of whom ye say that HJB is TOtl 
God." What God, sir, did the Jews say was Ae» 
God? Was it not the Ood of Israel f If so, then the 
God of Israel was the Father of Christ. And is not this 
testimony of Christ sufficient to overbalance all the ar- 
guments on your side of the question? And unless ' 
you can persuade yourseL^ that Christ might be both | 
the Father and the Son of HIMSELF, must you not j 
either relinquish your hypothesis, or call in question ' 
his veracity f \ 

Moreover, from this portion of Christ's testimony, 
we may learn, that when he spake of God, he meant 
his Father ; and when he spake of his Fatheb, he 
meant the GoD op Israel. Therefore, whenever he 
spake of God, or his Father, his language imphed 
that he himself was not the Person who had been 
called the God of Israel. 

Let us now listen to the language of Peter, Acts 
iii. 13. " The God of Abraham, and of Isaac, and of 
Jacob, the God of our fathers, hath glorified his Son 
Jestis." This testimony is too plain to need any 
comment. 

Paul, in his address to the dispersed Israelites, 
whom he found at Antioch in Pisidia, said, " The God 
of this people of Israd chose our &thers, and exalted 
the people where they dwelt as strangers in the land 
of Egypt." He then rehearsed a number of events 
between that period and the days of David ; and hav- 
ing mentioned David as a man "after God's own 
heart," he added, " Of this man's seed hath God, 
accordiTig to his promise^ RAISED unto Israel a Sa- 
viour, Jesus." [Acts xiiL 23.] 

In the first verse of the epistle to the Hebrews, we 
read that "God, who at sundry times and in diveii^ 
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manners spake in time past nnto the &thei8, ly ihe 
prophf^ hath in these last days spoken to us BY 
HIS Son." Was it not the Ood of Israel who spake 
hy the prophets f If so, Christ was the Son cf the 
Ood of Israel. 

In support of the idea now before us, a very consi- 
derable part of the New Testament might be quoted ; 
for at the very foundation of the gospel this idea is 
laid, that Jesus Christ is the Son of the Ood of Israel; 
and this idea runs through the writings of the evan- 
gelists, and the sermons and epistles of the apostles. 
The matter is so clearly and so abundantly expressed, 
that it is amazing that any one, acquainted with the 
Scriptures, should ever entertain the idea that Jesus 
Ghbist was the very Person who had been called the 
Ood of Israel. 

In regard to the texts which have been relied on to 
prove that Christ is the very Person who was called 
the God of Israel, it may be observed, that the most 
of them would be easily explained, and the argument 
set aside, by only making a proper distinction between 
the Angel of God as the Mediuh: of Divine mani- 
festation,^ and the God who was manifested through 
that Medium; qr by only observing that whatever 
God does by Christ, may be properly attributed either 
to God or his Son. Many of the principal texts of 
this class have been already examined; and, it is 
hoped enough has been said to convince you, that the 
hypothesis that Christ is the Person who is called the 
God of Isbael, is without any solid foundation in the 
Bible. But the circumstance, that this hypothesis 
has been so long and so generally admitted by piooa 
Christians, may be considered as evidence, that it has 
had advocates who were esteemed eminent for pietjf 
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and abtlHy. For it is difficult to conceiye, how any 
thing short of disUnguished eminence of character in 
its adtxxxUes could ever have given currency dLiiA. pop- 
ularity to an opinion so manifestly repugnant to the 
express declarations of Chbist and his apostles, and 
to the general tenor of the gospel. 

If you, sir, should be disposed to say, that you never 
implicitly denied that Christ is the Son of God, let 
me ask. Is not an attempt to prove that Christ is the 
v^ Person who is called the God of Israel, an impUcit 
dental that he is the Son of God? Would not a seri- 
ous attempt to prove that Isaac was the very person 
who was called Abraham, imply a denial that Isaac 
was the Son of Abraham? 



LETTER VI. 

ON 1 JOHN v. 7, 8. 
Bsv. Sm, 

In the first edition of my letters to you, I admitted, 
as genuine, 1 John v. 7, and endeavored to show that 
it contained nothing inconsistent with my own views. 
I was not then ignorant of the &ct that the genuine- 
ness of the text had been denied; but I had not seen 
the evidence of its being spurious. Since that time, I 
have seen evidence which, I think, must be sufficient 
to satisfy any mind which is free from prepossessions. 
To admit the text, and remark upon it as genuine, 
after such conviction, would be little better than to 
countenance forgery. Instead, therefore, of again 
admitting the text, I shall exhibit the evidence by 
which I was convinced that it was an unwarrcmted 
mterpolation. As the evidence will be taken from a 
Trinitarian author, it is hoped that it will be satufr 
$^ojy to you and many others. 
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The writer of the " Eclectic Eeview " of the " Im- 
proved Version," and of " Griesbach's Greek Testa- 
ment," decidedly approves of the omission of the text 
in those works, and says, " It is found in no Greek 
MS. ancient or recent, except one to which we shall 
presently advert ; in no ancient version, being tnfer- 
polated only in the later transcripts of the Vulgate. 
Not one of the Greek faliiers recognizes it, though 
many of them collect every species and shadow of ar- 
gument down to the most allegorical and shockingly 
ridiculous, in favor of the doctrine of the Trinity ; 
though they often cite the words immediately con- 
tiguous both before and after ; and though with im- 
mense labor and art they extract from the next words 
the very sense which this passage has, in following 
times, been adduced to ftirnish. Of the Latin fiithers 
not one has quoted it, till Eusebius of Lyons, in the 
middle of the fifth century ; and in his works there is 
much reason to believe that it has been interpolated. 
Under these circumstances, we are unspeakably 
ashamed, that any modem divines should have con- 
tended for retaining a passage so indisputably spu- 
rious." 

This, sir, is the decision of one on your own side 
of the question ; and one who has given evidence that 
he possesses both learning and candor. In connection 
with the text which has now been given up, I intro- 
duced the following verse, " And there are three that 
bear witness in earth, the spirity the water, and the 
blood, and these three agree in one." Upon this text 
I made some observations to prepare the way for a 
right understanding of the passage contained in the 
apostles' commission. But as considerable was then 
said, which has no immediate connection with tbo 
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main sabject of inquiiy, I shall here give only the 
leading thoughts as they relate to the institution of 
baptism. 

By the Spirit is understood those communicatioBS 
of the Holy Spirit which have been given for the con' 
yirmo^iayiof the truths of the gospel, and the ^otwo^mw 
of the Christian religion. By the water and the blood 
which bear witness, is supposed to be meant baptism 
and the Zord^s supper, as instituted memorials of the 
inauguration and the death of ike Messiah. 

The sabbath, circumcision^ and thepassover were re. 
speotively meTnorials of extraxyrdmary events'. The 
Lord^s day is kept as a memorial of the resurrection of 
the Son of God ; and the Lord^s supper as an institut- 
ed memorial of his dea^ It is, therefore, reasonable 
to suppose that baptism is, also, an instituted memorial 
of some exJbramdinary event. When our Saviour was 
baptized by John, he was inducted into ofGice, the 
Spirit descended and abode upon him, and God from 
on high proclaimed, "This is my beloved Son, in 
whom I am weU pleased." No event, prior to this, 
had been more worthy of a 'perpetual m£morial. But 
of this event we have no memorial unless it be that 
of Christian baptism. Nor is there any event but 
this, of which baptism can naturally be supposed the 
memorial. Therefore, as by analogy we are led to 
believe that baptism is a memorial of some interesting 
event, and as no other event can be so naturally sup- 
posed to be the one, it is believed that it was insti- 
tuted as the memorial of the Messiah's induction to 
office, when he was baptized y^iih water, endued with the 
Spirit, and announced to the world as the Son of Ghd. 
It was on this occasion that " God anointed Jesus of 
Nazareth with tiie Holy Ghost" Acooidingly, in in- 
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Btituting the inemorial^ the God who anointed^ the Son 
who was the subject of the anointing, and the JHbly 
Spirit^ with which the Father anointed the Son, are 
all brought to view. 



LETTER VII. 

THE APOSTLES' COMMISSION CONSIDERED. 
Bxv. Sm, 

The language of the Apostles' commission^ Matt 
xxviii. 18, 19, shall now be considered. 

"And Jesus came and spake unto them, saying, All 
power is given unto me in heaven and in earth. Gk> 
ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost" 

That the text, as it stands in our translation, does 
very naturaUy suggest the idea of baptizing by the 
authority of three Persons, is admitted ; and of course 
it suggests the idfea that the Holy Spirit is a Person. 
But when this view of the text is urged, as the only 
possible meaning, there is perhaps one thing overlooked, 
which ought to be considered; and some things taken 
for granted, which require proof that is not easily ob- 
tained. 

In the verse already quoted, immediately preceding 
the one so much relied on, Christ had said, " All pow- 
er is given unto me in heaven and earth." And what 
is here asserted appears to be overlooked. It was, sir, 
on this very ground, that he added, '' Go ye, therefore, 
into all the world," &c. Now, if Christ had all autho* 
rity in heaven and earth, his authority must have been 
sufficient for baptizing in his own name, wiliiout con* 
necting any other.— Kor does it appear vezy natozal 
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to suppose that Christ would say to this effect, I have 
aUatUhority; go je, there/ore, and baptize by the^^om^ 
authority of myself and two other Persons. And has 
it not been also too much overlooked, that we have 
no example for baptizing in any other name than that 
of the Lord Jesus ? If it be a matter of so much mo- \ 
ment as has been supposed, that baptism should be / 
administered in the name of three Pers&tis^ is it not 
somewhat extraordinary that we are not able to find 
80 much as one example of the apostles to support the 
practice ? 

But perhaps some things are taken for granted as \ 
well as overlooked. The things which seem to have 
been taken for granted, that require prooj^ are 
these — , 

1. That the preposition^ which is translated m, does 
not mean into, to, for^ or unto — . 

2. That the word name^ unquestionably means au- I 
ihority — i 

8. That the design of Christ, in the passage was to ^ 
show the authority hy which baptism is to be administer' 
edj and not the end for. which it is to be administered. 

Bespecting the Greek preposition ««, you are 
doubless sensible that this is much more frequently 
translated into, to, or for, than it is in. And had i 
either of those words been used in the text instead of ^ 
m, this would have entirely precluded the idea of 
baptizing by the authority of three Persons. " 

And the word name is abundantly used in the Scrip* 
tures, as of the same import as the word character: it 
is also used for renown, glory, or praise ; and it is some- ^ 
times used as of similar import with the word memorial. 
In one or other of these senses the word is used 
much more frequently than as importing authority. 
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It is, sir, my present opinion of the words in dis- 
pute, that it was the design of Christ to express the 
OBJECT or END foT which^ and not the authobity 
hy whichj baptism is to be administered ; and that the 
preposition would be more properly translated so as 
to read " to the name," or ^^for the name," than " in 
the name." 

Some reasons or analogies, to justify this explana- 
tion or construction of the text, may now be stated. 

1. This construction agrees with the character of 
the Holy Spirit, as already illustrated from the general 
and natural import of Scripture language. 

2. This construction corresponds with the idea that 
baptism is a standing witness and memorial in the 
church, that the Son of God came by water^ and was 
publicly inaugurated, endued, and announced, as the 
promised Messiah, the Son of God. 

3. It agrees with the frequent use of the word name^ 
as signifying renown, glory, praise, or memorial. 

When monuments are erected, or memorials insti- 
tuted, to perpetuate the memory of illustrious charac- 
ters or illustrious events, renown, glory, and praise, 
are the object oi these memorials. When memorials 
are instituted to perpetuate the memory of remarkable 
and distinguishing events of Divine providence, they 
are designed for the renown, glory, and praise of God. 

4. When, in the New Testament, any thing is said 
to be done, or required to be done, for a witness, for 
a sign, for a testimony, for a memorial, or to the 
glory, or to the praise of Gt)d, this same preposition, 
f /«, is used, and translated />r or to. And can "one in- 
stance to the contrary be found in the New Testament ? 

Thus, sir, you have before you som^e of the analo- 
gies which at least seem to justify me in supposing, 
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that it was the design of Clirist, in the apostles' odm- 
mission, to express the end f&r which^ and not meie* 
ly the AUTHORITY ly which, baptism is to be admin- 
istered* The AUTHORITY by whtck^ is indeed e^sfitesa- 
ed in the introductory words, " All power is given 
unto me in heaven and earth ; go ye, therefore ;" but 
the clause in dispute appears to me not designed to 
re-express the authority, but to show the EJND for which 
baptism was instituted. 

Can you, sir, produce such analogies in support of 
the common construction of this passage ? Can you 
produce one analogy fh)m the Bible which will justify 
you in saying that this text requires us to baptize by 
the aiUhority of the Holy Spirit as a distinct Person? 

If the construction now given of the passage should 
be admitted and adopted, it would occasion no change 
in the form of words to be used in baptising, but 
simply that of using to, or for, or unto, instead of in. 
The adoption would, however, open a door for much 
to be pertinently and profitably said, respecting that 
momentous event in which the promised Messiah was 
publicly inaugurated, endued, and announced to the 
world as the Son of God; and the ^ace SLndglory 
which was displayed on that memorable occasion. 

In this inauguration we may contemplate a ftdfil- 
ment of what had hden promised sjidpredicted^ and al- 
so of what had been typified in the manner in which 
prophets, priests, and kings, had been invested with 
their respective ojfices. The holy oU was poured on 
the heads of prophets and kings, as an emblem of 
the Holy Spirit, with which the Messiah was to be 
endued. Aaron was first washed with water, and then 
had the oil of consecration poured on his head, as the 
Son of God was first washed or baptized^ and then eridur 
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ed with the Spirit of God, If we may connect, in one 
view, the Old and the New Testament forms of inavg- 
uration or ordination ; in that event we may behold the 
Messiah condescending to come to John, his herald, to 
be washed with water as Aaron was ; then we behold 
him making his own ordination prayer ; and what is 
still more august, we may behold the Eternal Fa- 
ther performing the solemn rites of laying on ofhands^ 
and giving the Right Hand of Fellowship — He first sent 
down his Holy Spirit^ which is often represented as 
his Hand: this abode on the Son • then, with an audible 
voice, God proclaimed, in the ears of attending angels 
and men, "This is my beloved Son, in whom I 
AM WELL pleased." A sccnc more august, and more 
expressive of grace and glory, had perhaps never 
been seen in heaven or earth, 

postscript. 

Let it be distinctly understood, that the opinion, 
that baptism was instituted as a memorial of the m- 
auguraUon of the Messiah, is not viewed by me as 
essential to the main theory respecting the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost. The opinion resulted from a 
serious inquiry into the meaning of Chrises coming 
by water, and of the tvater's bearing witness. It is 
proposed, for examination, as that which appears to 
me probably true. But the main things had in view 
do not depend on the correctness of that opinion. 
Various reasons may be given for the use of the terms 
Holy Spirit in the apostle's commission, which do 
not imply the personality of the Spirit. But what, 
sir, if no such reason could be given by me, or by 
yourself? Shall one clause of a text, of doubtful im- 
port^ be admitted as proof of a/ic^ in opposition to 



SS6 AK EXAXUTATIOIir OF 

the geMTcH tsncr of plain and inspired representcttionst 
More, it is belieyed, than two hundred times, the Ho- 
ly Spirit of God is brought into view in the Scrip- 
tures, in a manner which clearly conveys the idea, 
that, by the Spirit, a self-existent Person is not intended. 
And diall one, tux) or three texts, which seem to &vor 
your opinion, be allowed more weight than tiuo hun- 
dred others which are clearly in opposition f Suppose, 
sir, that after long and laborious inquiry, I could ob- 
tain no satisfectory exposition of the disputed clause 
in the apostle's commission, which would accord with 
my present views of the Holy Spirit ; and on that 
ground should give up the whole theory, and return to 
your doctrine of the Trinity ; what then would be my 
situation ? I must cease to reflect, or must take into 
view the numerous texts which naturally oppose your 
idea of the Spirit, with the multitude which are op- 
posed to the self-existence of the Son of God, and the 
many thousands which distinctly represent God as one 
Person only. On the whole, then, instead oi one per- 
plexing text, I should have to encounter many thou- 
sands, each of which, according to the natural import 
of language, would be opposed to the doctrine that I 
should profess to believe. If you will show me how 
those nimierous classes of texts can be fiurly reconcil- 
ed to yourv doctrine, and how the representations of 
Divine love in the gospel can be consistent with your 
views of the Son of God, you wUl easily reclaim me 
from my supposed error. For whatever may have 
been your views of mj feelings or my motives^ this is 
a fact, that it is far from being a pleasant thing to me 
to be obliged to dissent in opinion from such a mul- 
titude of worthy characters. 

There is one consideration which will probably 
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have influence against tlie admission of the senti- 
ments of these Letters, viz., That the writer is a per- 
son obscurely situated^ of private education^ and unprch 
raising advantages. All this may, in truth, be said. 
But sometimes God has "chosen " weak and unpro' 
misin^ instruments to carry on his work, " thatnofletk 
should glory in his presence" Besides, if "the Scrip- 
tures were inspired to instruct common readers^ by 
using words according to their common ajcceptaiixmj^ it 
impossible that a person, under all my disadvantages, 
may investigate tiie truth, by making the Scriptures 
his only guide. It has been no part of my object to 
invent a NEW theory. My aim has been to investi- 
gate, represent, and support, such sentiments as are 
revealed in the Bible, admitting words to be used 
" according to their coromon acceptation," comparing 
Scripture with Scripture. If, on due examinatioii, it 
shall be found that any sentiment, in these Letters, 
may be properly ascribed to me as the author^ let it 
be rejected. But you will allow, that sentiments, of 
which God is the Author, should not be rejected, 
whoever may be the writer. " Can there any good 
thing come out of Nazareth?" This, you will re- 
member, was a question which once arose in the mind 
of an " Israehte indeed ;" and, perhaps, on the same 
ground, thousands of others, to their own ruin, r^ted 
the Saviour of the world. On no better ground, 
it may be, that thousands will reject the sentiments 
contained in these Letters, even if they are sanctioned 
by the obaoles of God. 
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LETTER VIII. 

CONCLUSION. 

Bxv. Sir, 

This series of Letters lias already been extended 
beyond my original design. It shall now be closed. 
I am not insensible, that publishing my views exposes 
me to attacks from every denomination of professing 
Christians. Yet no man can have less desire to be 
engaged in public controversy. But being not my 
own, it would be wrong to suppress what to me ap- 
pears honorary to Christ, for the sake of private easej 
quiet, or popularity. 

Freedom has been used in examining your opinions, 
and the opinions of others ; but, at the same time, it 
has been an object of my care to cultivate, in my 
heart, feelings of tenderness and respect for my fellow 
Christians of different opinions. In writing, it has 
been my aim not to wound your feelings, or the feel- 
ings of any other man. While writing this last Let- 
ter of the series, my conscience bears me witness, 
that not one sentence in the whole has been dictated by 
the feelings of displeasure against any one of my fel- 
low creatures. 

These Letters are addressed to you, in hope, that if 
there must be an opponent, it may be one who is aibie 
and willing to investigate ; and one who has learned 
of Him who was meek and lowly in heart. This 
being your character, should you see cause to answer 
my Letters, you will look thoro^hly and prayerfuUy 
into the subject, and not write at random. You will 
not shelter yourself under the popularity of your own 
theory, and on that ground think jouiself justified in 
treating with contempt the views of your fiieoad.— 
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You will not sneer at arguments which you cannot 
tefatehj/airrecisaning; nor substitute sarcastic and 
censorious declamation, for argument You will not 
misrepresent my real views^ for the sake of haying 
something before you which you can easily refute. But 
if you view me in an error, you will pity and pray for 
me; and, in the spirit of meekness and love, you wiU 
endeavor to show me my mistakes and errors. And 
you will write as one who expects to give account 
And if I am in an error, be assured, sir, that it is my 
coi'cUal desire that you may be enabled to detect it^ 
and to set it before me, and before the world, in a 
convincing light. 

You will readily perceive, that there may be mis- 
takes in explaining some particular texts, and yet the 
theory may be correct. In attempting to explain ao 
many texts, it is very possible that there are instances 
of incorrectness. For one so £EJlible, it*is enough to 
say, that my labor has been to investigate th,e real 
truth, withput perverting or misapplying the Scrip- 
tures; andthat it has been my sincere desire to make 
the theory square with the Scriptures as a DrviNE 
Standard, and not to make the Scriptures lend to 
the theory. 

Should you think it to be your duty to express your 
disapprobation of the theory, by way of a Ebvie w in 
some periodical work, you will give an impartial re- 
presentation of my real sentiments^ that those who read 
the Eeview may have some opportunity to judge aa 
to the correctness of the opinion you may express. 

After you shall have written your objections by 
way of Eeview, be pleased to turn to John xvii. and 
review the prayer of the Son of God ; examine the rui» 
iural impart of every sentence distinctly ; then ask 
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youiseil these questions — ^Does not every sentence in 
this prayer perfectly/ harmonize with, the sentimenU 
against which I have been writing ? — ^Yea, does not 
this prayer clearly contain iheprincijpai sentiments which 
the writer of the Letters has aimed to establish ? — ^If 
he hdid forged a prayer for the Son of God, in support 
of his own theory, could he have written any thing 
more to his purpose than that which really proceeded 
from the lips of Christ? — ^Are not, then, my dbjectiom 
to his views as really objections to the sentiments con- 
tained in the prayer of the Son of God ? 

And may that Divine Lobd, in whom is our hope^ 
lead us to a more perfect knowledge of himself; and 
grant, that not only you and I, but all who may read 
these Letters, may experience the truth of the decia* 
ration which he made in his prayer to the Father, 
" And this is life eternal, to know thee the only 
TBUE God, and Jesus Christ whom thou has sent." 
And while it shall be our lot to differ in sentiment^ 
let us daily unite in the prayer of Christ, that we all 
may he one^ even as He and the Fatheb abe one. 

Adieu. 

NOAH WOECESTER 
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